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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the elementary 
education program at Louisiana State University. Opinions of recent 
graduates were solicited concerning program effectiveness for preparing 
teachers.
Statement of the Problem
The study was designed to answer the following questions:
1. How did graduates perceive the adequacy of professional 
courses and preparation in the entire program, advisement, quality of 
instruction, balance of theory and practicality in courses, classroom 
management, discipline, working with racia lly  different pupils, 
developing pupil self concept, lesson planning, recognizing and diag­
nosing learning problems, devising teaching strategies, and parent 
conferences?
2. What suggestions were made for improving program 
effectiveness?
3. Which arrangements for student teaching assignments 
were preferred?
Procedure
The study was limited to graduates of LSU who received degrees 
from December, 1972 to August, 1975 and had taught at least one year in 
grades one through eight. Data were obtained from questionnaires 
completed by 239 graduates who were elig ib le for the study.
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Analysis of Data
Ratings of items were ta llied  and percentages computed.
Comments were collated into categories. The data were analyzed and 
comparisons made.
Findings
1. The most valued courses were: Books and Audio-Visual Aids, 
Student Teaching in the Upper Elementary Grades, Methods in Language 
Arts in Elementary Grades, Student Teaching in the Primary Grades, and 
Methods in Language Arts in Primary Grades.
2. The least valued courses were: Introduction to Education, 
Evaluation of Instruction, Principles of Teaching in Elementary Schools, 
Methods in Elementary School Social Studies, and Methods in Elementary 
School Mathematics.
3. The ratings of courses varied slightly when based on age, 
grade level taught, and racial make-up of classes taught. Respondents 
with greater experience assigned lower course values.
4. Preparation was rated inadequate in the entire program, 
advisement, quality of instruction, balance of theory and practicality  
in courses, classroom management,disci piine, working with racially  
different pupils, recognizing and diagnosing learning problems, 
devising teaching strategies, and parent conferences. Preparation for' 
developing pupil self concept and planning lessons was considered 
adequate.
5. Suggestions to improve program effectiveness were: methods 
courses that included actual teaching, courses in discipline and class­
room management, more reading courses that emphasized problem readers 
and a variety of methods, required courses in the recognition and
x
diagnosis of learning problems, earlier classroom experiences, 
integration of theory and practice, extended student teaching period, 
and more competent professors.
6. The majority of graduates preferred a fu ll day of student 
teaching for two semesters, with assignment in two different grades and 
in two different schools.
Conclusions
1. The majority of graduates believed that they were 
inadequately prepared by the program to teach.
2. Graduates considered student teaching the most important 
course for teacher preparation and recommended extended time and 
assignment to schools in a variety of settings.
3. Earlier classroom experiences, and methods courses that 
included such experiences were needed.
4. Required courses in the recognition and diagnosis of learn­
ing problems were suggested.
5. More reading courses were needed that included instruction 
and experience with a variety of reading methods and the diagnosis and 
correction of reading problems.
6. A need was expressed for courses and experiences in class­
room management and discipline.
7. There was strong indication that more competent instruction 
was needed.
Recommendations
The following recommendations were made for further study:
1. The LSU College of Education should engage in continuous
appraisal of required education courses in the elementary program to 
assure that content and method meet current needs.
2. Assessment of the entire professional education program 
should be conducted periodically.
3. Further studies should be conducted to evaluate the entire 
curriculum required of elementary majors.
x ii
Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Teacher education, as well as public school programs, have long 
been the subject of criticism . Woodring (1975), in reviewing the de­
velopment of teacher education, pointed out that particularly sharp 
criticism was leveled at public schools following World War I I .  Parents, 
liberal arts professors, journalists, and many others were highly dis­
satisfied with the academic achievement of high school graduates. That 
disapproval was ultimately directed at teachers and the quality of their 
education. The author stated that academic courses had been crowded out 
of the curriculum of teachers colleges by the many required professional 
courses. However, in the f i f t ie s ,  more certified  teachers were graduates 
of liberal arts colleges and universities than of teachers colleges.
That, however, did not negate the fact that standards for admission to 
a ll colleges of education were low. The writer further stated that the 
m ultip lic ity of professional courses often resulted in duplications and 
in courses of questionable value.
Woodring further reported that academic scholars during the 
f ir s t  half of the twentieth century had abdicated their responsibility 
for the education of teachers, leaving school administrators, state de­
partments of education, professors of education, and the National 
Education Association to determine what constituted proper teacher pre-v 
paration. Their ideas then became fixed in the certification laws. At 
the same time, the need for educating a ll social classes and working
1
2with a ll levels of intellectual a b ility  brought about the acceptance of 
a different philosophy of education; one that emphasized understanding 
of the child and the learning process, rather than academic achievement.
In the late f i f t ie s ,  according to Woodring, concern about the 
quality of public education caused academic scholars to take an interest 
in teacher education. The outcome of collaboration between scholars and 
professional educators was agreement that future teachers should have 
completed programs which included both liberal education and profes­
sional preparation. Woodring (1975:19) concluded that:
The clear concensus was that a sound program of teacher 
education must include: a broad and liberal general educa­
tion, a study in depth of at least one academic fie ld , a solid 
preparation in professional education, plus an internship or 
an extended period of practice teaching.
The author pointed out that new methods of teaching math, 
science, and foreign languages, microteaching, and programmed learning 
were among the innovations incorporated into teacher education in the 
sixties and early seventies. During this same period, concern for pre­
paring teachers to work with disadvantaged children added a new dimension 
to the teacher education program. Among the many efforts directed toward 
improvement of programs were the use of television and teaching machines, 
replacement of education courses with seminars to accompany internship, 
and the delaying of a ll professional courses until the f i f th  year.
All those changes went against the belief of some professional 
group. Woodring believed that during the last quarter of the twentieth 
century teacher education as well as education its e lf  would continue to 
be a controversial subject. In the words of Kevin Ryan (1975:ix ):
3While teacher training has its  fads and f r i l l s ,  i t  is 
basically an unglamorous subject. I t  is , nevertheless, a 
burning presence that lurks at the edge of a ll proposals to 
improve schools and cannot be ignored. Whether the issue is 
a new science curriculum, open education, moral education, or 
career education, the ungracious question is eventually asked,
"Where do we get the teachers who can do these things?"
In the sixties a new breed of c ritics  arose. Woodring (1975) 
stated that Goodman, Holt, Friedenberg, and other liberals viewed 
schools as more harmful than otherwise, and critic ized teacher training 
as mere preparation for f itt in g  children into molds. Inasmuch as these 
critics  were unwilling to work with either academic or professional 
groups, their utopian ideas made l i t t l e  imprint on teacher education.
In the mid seventies, another cry has been raised — "back to 
basics." Public confidence in schools was at a low point. Reports of 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (N e ill, 1975) had drama­
tic a lly  called attention to weaknesses of our educational system. Many 
research studies had shown that teacher rather than method or materials 
was the key to successful instruction. The need for more effective 
teacher training had frequently been acknowledged by both administrators 
and teachers. In light of this widespread criticism , teacher education 
programs appeared to be in need of careful examination.
Shortly after taking office as Louisiana's State Superintendent 
of Education in May, 1976, J. Kelly Nix expressed his intention of looking 
to the institutions of higher learning for assistance in raising the 
quality of education in the State of Louisiana. After interviewing Nix, 
William Baker (1976:3) reported, "Nix feels that changes in quality must 
begin at the university level and will call on the boards of higher edu­
cation to make basic curriculum changes in their teacher training programs."
4Nix also stated that blame should not be placed on teachers in the fie ld  
for something over which they had no control.
Recently enacted legislation lent support to Nix's plans for 
evaluating a ll phases of education in Louisiana. Provisions were made 
for changes in approved teacher education programs and teacher c e r t i f i ­
cation requirements that were designed to improve the quality of 
instruction offered in elementary and secondary schools of the state.
Act 756, passed during the 1977 regular Louisiana legislative  
session, placed responsibility on the Board of Elementary and Secondary 
Education for establishing certain requirements for teacher certification. 
Those included: (1) counseling for applicants to teacher education pro­
grams to insure the su itab ility  of the students for teaching; (2) higher 
grade averages for entrance into and exit from an approved program; (3) 
the extension of the amount of student teaching time; and (4) the com­
pletion by elementary teachers of at least nine semester hours in the 
teaching of reading and the recognition and correction of reading prob­
lems. The law also required that secondary teachers complete at least 
six semester hours in the teaching of reading.
Also passed during the 1977 regular session, Act 757 further pro­
vided that an approved teacher education program should include practical 
classroom experiences during the student's sophomore year. Field ex­
periences in schools located in varied socio-economic and cultural areas 
was also required by that law.
Act 16, passed during the 1977 extraordinary session of the 
Louisiana Legislature, provided for the screening of candidates for 
teacher education programs. The law required that applicants for teacher 
certification pass an examination in English proficiency, pedigogical 
knowledge, and knowledge in the specialization chosen by the applicant.
5Concerning the responsibility of teacher training institutions 
for program evaluation, Haberman (1975:317-18) stated:
Ideally teacher educators would themselves engage in a 
constant process of updating and revising their own curricula.
Change would then be a continuous, self-directed process; i t  
would be internally directed rather than influenced and forced 
from external sources. In this ideal state, research findings, 
theoretical developments, and new practices from the fie ld  
would be synthesized and funneled into preparation programs 
as the normal process of curriculum development.
The author, however, deplored the lack of accountability that had gen­
erally  been shown by teacher educators, and the fact that l i t t l e  attention 
had been given to gathering information from classroom teachers.
Lack of concern for program assessment on the part of Louisiana's 
institutions of higher learning has resulted in the legislature taking 
upon its e lf  the commitment to say what the universities would teach. Had 
an ongoing evaluation and revision been underway, i t  is unlikely that 
this necessity would have occurred.
Previous studies conducted at Louisiana State University inves­
tigated programs at a ll levels and in a ll fields of elementary and 
secondary education. The Bureau of Educational Materials and Research 
(1972), surveyed 287 recent graduates of the teacher education program 
who were teaching in elementary and secondary schools in six parishes 
surrounding the University. Professional coursework was rated less 
than adequate in relevancy, course content, and instructional quality. 
Student Teaching was rated adequate in the area of supervisor's guidance. 
The same type of survey was made by Blackmon and Wilkins (1974) of 
sixty-one selected teachers, fifteen of whom taught elementary grades. 
Again, professional coursework was not rated highly. Student Teaching 
was named as the most beneficial course, while Introduction to the Study
6of Education was listed as least beneficial. Those investigations 
provided general information and views concerning various aspects of 
the program, but did not parallel this study. Neither research focused 
on the elementary program alone, nor rated the individual courses.
I t  seemed that a more extensive and detailed assessment of the 
undergraduate elementary program was in order, to determine opinions of 
its  value to practicing teachers. I f  the program was to be evaluated, 
knowledge of its  effectiveness was needed. Who could better assess the 
strengths and weaknesses of the program than those who were now in the 
classroom making use of the undergraduate preparation provided by the 
program?
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The central purpose of this study was to evaluate the specific 
elements of the elementary education program at Louisiana State Univer­
s ity , Baton Rouge (hereinafter referred to as LSU), through the perceptions 
of recent graduates who have had experience in teaching. The study was de­
signed to answer the following questions:
1„ How did recent graduates rate professional education courses 
in their undergraduate elementary education program at LSU as to the 
adequacy in preparing them for their present professional involvement?
2. Was there a difference in the evaluation of the courses 
based on age, grade taught, years of experience, or racial make-up of 
class or classes taught?
3. Which courses did the recent graduates perceive to have been 
of greatest and of least value in their professional preparation?
74. What reasons did the respondents give for rating courses:
a. of greatest value?
b. of least value?
5. How did recent graduates rate the adequacy of other facets 
of the program, such as:
a. the entire undergraduate elementary education program?
b. the quality of advisement provided?
c. the quality of experiences provided by professors?
d. the balance between theory and practicality in courses?
6. What reasons did respondents give for their rating of:
a. the entire undergraduate elementary education program?
b. the quality of their advisement?
c. the quality of experiences provided by professors?
d. the balance between theory and practicality in courses?
7. How did recent graduates rate their preparation for handling 
problems, such as:
a. classroom management?
b. discipline?
c. working with pupils of a different race?
d. developing and enhancing pupil self concept?
e. lesson planning?
f .  recognizing and diagnosing learning problems?
g. devising teaching strategies for a variety of needs?
h. conferring with parents concerning school program and 
pupil progress?
88. What reasons did the respondents give for their rating of 
their preparation for handling problems, such as:
a. classroom management?
b. discipline?
c. working with pupils of a different race?
d. developing and enhancing pupil self concept?
e. lesson planning?
f .  recognizing and diagnosing learning problems?
g. devising teaching strategies for a variety of needs?
h. conferring with parents concerning school program and 
pupil progress?
9. What suggestions did the recent graduates make concerning 
changes in courses or subject matter to improve the effectiveness of the 
program?
10. What changes did the respondents suggest concerning scheduling 
for student teaching to improve the effectiveness of that experience?
IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY
Solutions to the problem of how to prepare good teachers are 
being sought over the entire nation today. Those responsible for teacher 
preparation are being challenged as never before. Rapid social and tech­
nological changes have continued to extend the dimensions of this problem. 
Authorities have written extensively on this subject. I t  was believed by 
this writer that teachers who were recently graduated by colleges of 
education could provide another source of information upon which to base 
program revisions. This study is an effort to give this group an oppor­
tunity to voice their opinions about the quality of preparation they
9received at LSU. Feedback on how well prepared they were to teach 
should be one valuable source of information for those charged with de­
signing teacher education programs.
By determining the perceptions of practicing teachers concern­
ing the worth to them of their preservice preparation, this study 
could provide valuable information to the Department of Education 
and to Louisiana State University about the effectiveness of the ele­
mentary education program at LSU. I f  preservice education is to be 
considered a fru itfu l educational program, those in charge of preparing 
teachers should be apprised of its  results. I t  is believed that data 
collected could be used to generate guidelines for improving preservice 
education of elementary teachers. This study could be utilized as a 
basis for recommendations; a foundation for rational planning of change 
that would be a force, not only for improving teacher preparation at 
LSU, but for improving education in the State of Louisiana.
DELIMITATIONS
This study was limited to teachers of grades one through eight 
who completed the undergraduate elementary education program at 
Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, between December, 1972 and 
August, 1975. The sample included a ll those who received a degree from 
LSU, Baton Rouge; who completed a ll coursework within divisions of the 
LSU System; who had one or more years of teaching experience; and for 
whom current addresses could be obtained. This study was limited to 
respondents' opinions of the value received from required professional 
courses, their preparation in twelve other selected aspects of the pro­
gram, and their recommendations for changes.
10
DEFINITION OF TERMS
Elementary education program -  professional education courses that were 
included in the required curriculum at LSU for future teachers of grades 
one through eight, and other experiences provided by the University that 
contributed to their preparation for teaching. A complete l is t  of course 
names is recorded in Appendix A of this study.
Recent graduate -  one who completed the elementary education program at 
LSU, Baton Rouge, completed a ll coursework within divisions of the LSU 
System, and was graduated from December, 1972, through August, 1975.
Primary - consisted of grades 1 - 3 .
Upper elementary - consisted of grades 4 - 6 .
Junior high -  consisted of grades 7 - 8 .
Multi-grades -  consisted of grades 1 - 8
Racial make-up of class - the degree of integration of black and white 
pupils as represented in the following categories:
All white
Over two-thirds white 
From one-third to two-thirds white 
Over two-thirds black 
All black.
PROCEDURE
Data for this study were obtained through the use of a question­
naire that determined the opinions of recent graduates of LSU about their
11
elementary education program. The program was rated as to its  value to 
the practicing teacher. Responses consisted of ratings and open com­
ments concerning those ratings.
A l is t  of graduates and addresses at the time of graduation was 
obtained from the College of Education. Current addresses were located 
in the Office of Alumni Affairs, the East Baton Rouge Parish School 
Directory, and by telephoning a ll available numbers that were in the 
Baton Rouge or New Orleans metropolitan area. With each questionnaire 
was sent a le tte r concerning the nature and importance of the study, and 
asking the cooperation of each graduate. Anonymity was assured for all 
who completed and returned the questionnaire. A self-addressed, stamped 
envelope was included. Four months after the f irs t  mailing, a second 
questionnaire and le tte r  of appeal were sent to a ll who had not responded.
Data obtained from the rated items were ta llie d , percentages 
computed, tables constructed, and the data analyzed. The comments re­
ported were collated into categories.
ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY
The remainder of this study was organized into four chapters. A 
review of related litera ture  was summarized in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3, 
the design and methodology were presented. The data were reported and 
analyzed in Chapter 4. The findings were summarized, conclusions were 
stated, and recommendations made in Chapter 5.
Chapter 2
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE
Numerous educators have offered suggestions for improving the 
effectiveness of teacher education programs. Since the nature of human 
behavior has made i t  d if f ic u lt  to perform tru ly experimental studies, 
much of this has been opinion. The f irs t  section of this Chapter in­
cluded the views of certain authorities. The remainder of the Chapter 
reviewed selected follow-up studies of teacher preparation programs 
based on the perceptions of graduates who were employed as teachers.
REVISIONS RECOMMENDED BY AUTHORITIES
Denemark (1971) was concerned about better cooperation among 
school systems, colleges of education, and the practicing profession.
He recorranended that schools of education be committed to:
1. The screening of candidates for teacher education to identify 
those who had shown evidence of academic excellence; stable personality 
tra its ; proficiency in both oral and written communication sk ills ; and 
true career commitment shown by such activ ities as tutoring, camp coun­
seling, and serving as a teacher aide.
2. The provision for differentiation in preparation that reflected 
the changes in school organization and staffing.
3. The integration of theory and practice, and the development 
of a wide range of instructional s k ills , including diagnostic and pre­
scriptive techniques.
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4. The improvement of student teaching through more selective 
choice of college supervisors and cooperating teachers.
5. The cooperation in staffing of teacher education centers 
based in school systems.
Blankenburg (1974) believed that professional work should be 
spread over four years and that experience with children should be begun 
early in the program. All courses should provide clinical experiences. 
The prospective teacher would then be given an opportunity to determine
his own needs early in the program and to plan his course of study ac­
cordingly. Interest in the profession would be strengthened, and rein­
forcement would be continued over a longer period of time.
Smith (1975:104) stated that: "As long as teacher training
programs are geared primarily to the preparation of teachers for children 
who can learn without them, the schools w ill be unable to provide for 
children who need help." Teacher training could be improved by incor­
porating research findings into instructional methods and materials; 
identifying diagnostic concepts and techniques that have shown promise; 
and having them tested in the classroom, according to the author. That
knowledge could be used to prepare effective teachers for problem
learners.
A report by the Study Commission on Undergraduate Education and 
the Education of Teachers (1876) sponsored by the United States Office 
of Education, recommended that prospective teachers be required to con­
centrate in a culture-specific area in order to be able to meet community 
needs. George W. Denemark, a member of the Commission who wrote a dis­
senting opinion, believed that the training of a tru ly professional 
teacher should be broad and multicultural in nature.
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The content of teacher education was the central theme of a 
report by the Bicentennial Commission on Education for the Profession 
of Teaching of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa­
tion (Howsam, 1976). This Commission recommended:
1. That the disciplines should be more concerned with expanding 
students' awareness of human and social needs.
2. That theory should be translated into practice in foundations
courses.
3. That opportunity should be provided for development of com­
petence in a wide variety of sk ills  within the framework of the individ­
ual's own capabilities and personality.
The Commission rejected the view that teacher training by schools, 
industry, and other community agencies could be made more effective than 
that provided by universities. However, there should be increased co­
operation by universities with those agencies to provide programs 
responsive to the needs of a p luralistic society. While recommending the 
study of a subculture by each student, the Commission recognized that a 
teacher must be prepared to function within an environment different from 
that of the culture studied. The Commission further believed that more 
attention should be given to the education of teacher educators and to 
the selection of faculties for schools of education, and that teacher 
educators should be required to exemplify the kind of teaching expected 
in the schools.
Future teachers must be helped to develop the value systems and 
competencies required for the instruction of today's children according 
to views expressed by Cogan (1975:210). The writer stated:
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Most teacher educators have refused to come to grips 
with the magnitude of the task that faces them. That task
requires the transformation of future teachers' naive but
deeply rooted preconceptions and "models" of what a teacher 
is and does into the professionally sophisticated compe­
tencies, attitudes, values, and beliefs required of even the 
beginning teacher for today's schools.
Cogan further stated that preservice programs that placed heavy 
emphasis on practice precluded sufficient treatment of theory and re­
search. Competencies in those areas, according to Cogan, provided the 
teacher with a sounder basis for judging new methods and materials and 
meeting the challenges in our rapidly changing society.
Futuristic planning to meet change before i t  occurred was the 
subject of concern to Burdin (1975). He thought the complexity of 
change had brought about a dissolution of stable values, and the sub­
stitution of pragmatic values as a basis for decisions. The work ethic
had not been replaced by any sense of worth and dignity. In Burdin's
opinion, preservice and in-service education of the future should be 
focused on the development of personal values that agreed with democratic 
values; the effective use of resources for instruction; diagnosis of 
learning needs; the designing of learning activ ities ; and harmonious 
living in a multicultural society.
There was need, according to Davies (1975), for wider participa­
tion in planning to provide more alternatives in teacher education. He 
predicted l i t t l e  change in the next twenty years i f  forces in higher 
education continued to control i t .  This could be changed, he said, i f  
the public had a part in planning; i f  preservice and in-service educa­
tion prepared the teacher to deliver instruction planned for a partic­
ular school; and i f  federal money supported sta ff development at the 
local level.
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Combs (1974) described the New Elementary Education Program of 
the University of Florida as an open system wherein the student was to 
be given the general direction of expected progress. Gradually, goals 
were to be redefined as the student gained meaning from the integration 
of knowledge and practical experiences that were a continuous part of 
the program.
This program was contrasted by Combs with two others; one based 
on a long l is t  of discrete competencies which i t  was hoped would fin a lly  
develop into general competency for teaching; the other, the traditional 
brief teaching experience that followed a program of professional courses. 
The author suggested that the la tte r two programs le f t  much to be desired.
One of the latest efforts toward improvement of education in 
Louisiana was made by the Board of Trustees for State Colleges and Uni­
versities when a Commission to Reform Education in Louisiana was appointed. 
The report of the Conmission (1977) recommended the redesigning of tea­
cher education programs to include the following revisions:
1. Provision of more f le x ib il i ty  to meet changing needs.
2. Consideration of alternative forms of curricula.
3. Use of research to develop a clear picture of the model
teacher.
4. Development of effective screening instruments to insure the 
intellectual and emotional su itab ility  of candidates for teacher educa­
tion programs.
5. Provision of earlier classroom experiences.
6. Review of the student teaching experience as to its  length, 
method of placement, quality of school setting, quality of supervision, 
and variety of experiences provided.
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Other recomnendations made by the Commission relating to im­
provement of teacher preparation were: (1) implementation of minimum
standards for a ll State programs; (2) establishment by the legislature 
of a review board of professional educators to develop standards for 
entry into the profession and a system of periodic renewal of c e r t i f i ­
cation to insure continued competency; (3) sponsorship of a study to 
develop a one-year internship to precede certification; and (4) coopera­
tion of university personnel with local school systems in providing 
in-service training to meet community needs.
One of the most extensive studies of existing teacher prepara­
tion programs was completed by James B. Conant (1963) for the Carnegie 
Corporation. Analysis and recommendations were based on interviews by 
Conant and his staff at seventy-seven institutions in twenty-two states, 
including both private and public colleges and universities. The re­
searcher made extensive recomnendations for teacher education at both 
elementary and secondary levels.
Conant's summary from th irty -five  selected elementary programs 
revealed considerable variance in the distribution of required courses 
among general education, foundations courses, and methods. Widely d if ­
fering arrangements for practice teaching and other classroom experiences 
were also found. Based on opinions formulated from these interviews, 
Conant made the following recommendations for elementary programs:
1. Teachers of kindergarten through grade three should be in ­
structed in methods for a ll subjects taught in these grades, with no 
area of concentration required. Teachers of grades four through six 
should be required to concentrate on a subject or cluster of subjects.
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2. Methods courses should be taught during the senior year by 
a faculty team well qualified in the content and methodology of the 
subjects. Provision should be made for classroom experiences in con­
junction with methods courses.
3. Methods for lower grades should be taught in integrated 
courses to enable teachers to relate subjects to one another in their 
teaching.
4. At least three semester hours in reading methods should be 
required for upper grade teachers and six hours for primary teachers.
5. The practice teaching period should be scheduled for no less 
than eight weeks, three hours a day, with at least three weeks in which 
the student would be in complete charge of the classroom under the 
supervision of the classroom teacher and the college supervisor.
Sometime after this report was published, questionnaires were 
sent to selected colleges and universities by Weiss (1969) to discover 
the apparent effects of Conant's study on teacher education programs.
The majority of respondents listed the following changes: increased re­
quirements for general education, and for subject minors and majors; 
more selective admission policies; and increased time spent in student 
teaching.
SUMMARY
According to widely held views of many authorities, there was 
need for higher standards for admission to teacher preparation programs 
(Denemark, 1971, Commission to Reform Education in Louisiana, 1977). 
Frequently mentioned suggestions for improvement of programs included: 
integration of theory and practice (Denemark, 1971; Blankenburg, 1974;
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Howsam, 1976; Cogan, 1975; Combs, 1974; Conant, 1963), extension of stu­
dent teaching time and provision for earlier classroom experiences in a 
variety of settings (Denemark, 1971, Commission to Reform Education in 
Louisiana, 1977; Blankenburg, 1974; Conant, 1963), instruction in the 
teaching of problem learners (Denemark, 1971; Smith, 1975; Burdin, 1975). 
There was some indication that greater care should be exercised in the 
selection of well qualified faculties (Cogan, 1975; Conant, 1963).
Some concern was expressed for the development of value systems with 
which the student could face today's problems (Howsam, 1976; Cogan, 1975; 
Burdin, 1975). The desirable degree of emphasis that should be placed 
on specific cultures was a point of disagreement (Study Commission, 1976), 
as was the kind and amount of participation by other community agencies 
in the planning and carrying out of teacher education programs (Denemark, 
1971; Davies, 1975). A wide range of instructional sk ills  was believed 
to be necessary (Denemark, 1971; Davies, 1975; The Commission to Reform 
Education in Louisiana, 1977; Howsam, 1976; Conant, 1963). Some autho­
r itie s  emphasized the need to use research as a sound basis for program 
revision (Smith, 1975; Commission to Reform Education in Louisiana, 1977).
REVISIONS RECOMMENDED BY GRADUATES
Beatty (1969) in a follow-up study of graduates of the teacher 
education program of Middle Tennessee State University in 1964, found 
that the majority of the 206 who responded were well satisfied with 
their preparation to teach. There were more suggestions for additions 
than deletions in the area of general education. Fifty-three percent of 
elementary teachers considered student teaching the most valuable course. 
They suggested more deletions of professional education courses than
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additions, and noted more course duplications in education than in 
other areas of their preparation program. Beatty concluded that such 
studies based on the opinions of teachers who have tested the program 
in the classroom could be used to provide an institution with informa­
tion useful in improving its  program.
An appraisal of the elementary education program at Ohio State 
University by May (1967) involved the opinions of 120 students who were 
taking their last methods courses, 120 who were completing student 
teaching, and 120 who were in their second or third year of teaching. 
Student teaching and methods in language arts and social studies were 
most frequently named very valuable. Elementary arithmetic, introductory 
education, and philosophy of education were most often selected as least 
valuable courses. Reasons given for these ratings were the quality of 
instruction, content of the course, and practical value of the course. 
Respondents thought the strong points of the program were early class­
room experiences, a good student teaching program, quality of instruction, 
and variety of course offerings. In general the program was given a 
favorable rating, but experienced teachers rated i t  lower than did stu­
dents s t i l l  in school. Suggested improvements were: (1) more practica­
l i t y  in courses, (2) earlier classroom experiences, (3) better instruction, 
(4) and more offerings in liberal arts and in education.
An evaluation of the elementary education program at Central 
Michigan University by Moffit (1967) was an attempt to determine how 
well the program prepared students to teach, and what effect experience 
had on the opinions of the graduates. Conclusions based on data were:
(1) the program prepared teachers adequately; (2) general education was 
considered important by 70 percent of the respondents, but 20 percent
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thought that courses should have related more closely to the elementary 
classroom; (3) 60 percent of the graduates considered professional 
courses important; (4) more help with reading was needed; (5) directed 
teaching experiences were considered most useful; and (6) the program 
was rated lower by experienced teachers than by firs t-year teachers and 
seniors in the program.
In the f irs t  of four studies at Auburn University, Edge (1968) 
evaluated the elementary education program by obtaining the opinions of 
those who had graduated over a five-year period ending August, 1967.
Based on data collected through questionnaires, the following recommend­
ations were made: (1) more experience in the classroom before student
teaching; (2) provision for participation in classrooms with a variety 
of organizations other than just self-contained; (3) more carefully 
selected supervising teachers; (4) more courses designed for diagnostic 
and remedial procedures; (5) more studies conducted that would provide 
continuous evaluation of the total elementary education program, in­
cluding the instructional procedures.
A study by Whitman (1970) focused on the effectiveness of the 
general education program for students majoring in elementary education. 
Questionnaires were completed by 445 graduates who received their degrees 
at Auburn University from December 1962, through August 1967. Graduates 
fe lt  a need for more required courses in mathematics, science, and 
laboratory experiences in elementary classrooms. Reasons most fre ­
quently given for those suggestions were the need for preparation to 
meet changed emphases in the elementary curriculum and increased com­
plexity in contemporary society.
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Elementary education at Auburn University was also assessed by 
Willard (1972). Questionnaires regarding students' perceptions of 
their professional courses and internship were sent to graduates of 
the Auburn elementary education program from 1968 to 1970, who were 
employed within a fifty -m ile  radius of Montgomery, Alabama. Forty-two 
subjects responded. Graduates perceived internship as significantly 
more effective than coursework in preparing them for teaching certain 
s k ills , acquiring certain competencies, and for teaching in racially  
different schools. No significant difference was found between the 
perceptions of their coursework and internship effectiveness in pre­
paring them to teach selected subjects.
In a companion study, Tucker (1972) sent questionnaires to 
graduates of the Auburn University elementary education program from 
1968 to 1970, who were employed within a fifty -m ile  radius of Columbus, 
Georgia. Data from sixty-six graduates were used. The findings were 
approximately the same as those of Willard, except for the finding of a 
significant difference in the graduates' responses which favored intern­
ship effectiveness for preparation in teaching selected subject areas. 
Based on these findings, the following recoranendations were made:
1. More emphasis should be placed on the training of university 
supervisors and cooperating teachers.
2. Foundations courses should be revised to insure that contemp­
orary needs would be met.
3. An area of concentration should be required of a ll students 
who majored in elementary education.
4. Methods courses should be made meaningful for teachers who 
taught in racially different situations.
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The elementary education program of the University of Nebraska* 
Omaha, was evaluated by the 1972-1973 and 1973-1974 graduates and their 
principals who rated their success as teachers. Van Every (1976) found 
that ninety-two percent of the graduates expressed satisfaction in their 
attitude toward teaching. Most principals rated the graduates' per­
formance satisfactory, and agreed with graduates that the program could 
be improved in the area of corranunity knowledge and understanding.
An appraisal by Smith (1976) of the elementary and early child­
hood education program at Xavier University involved the opinions of 
119 graduates from May, 1972 to May, 1975. In general, they rated their 
undergraduate preparation very satisfactory. Suggestions for improve­
ment were: (1) exposure to a variety of types of organization for
instruction; (2) addition of courses in behavior modification or psycho­
logy of behavior; (3) introduction of education courses much earlier in 
the program; and (4) a more practical approach to teaching methodology.
Fruge (1971) evaluated the elementary education program of 
McNeese State University in relation to problems of first-year teachers. 
The population of this study consisted of 615 graduates of the program 
who received degrees between 1952 and 1970. Most frequently mentioned 
problems were: finding instructional materials, working with slow
learners, keeping records, and establishing relations with principals 
and supervisors. The majority of the graduates perceived their prepara­
tion as having been adequate except in the area of interpersonal rela­
tionships with administrative personnel and in an integrated situation.
The perceptions of 1969 graduates were used by Campbell (1970) 
to evaluate the elementary and early childhood education program at the 
University of Georgia. One hundred fifty-one graduates who were
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practicing teachers expressed their opinions on questionnaires about 
their performance as teachers. The graduates rated the program in 
general as fa ir ly  satisfactory. Student teaching, preparation for 
using the English language, reading education, and curriculum courses 
were rated very satisfactory. Introduction to Education was rated un­
satisfactory. The teaching performance of these graduates was perceived 
by their principals as average to strong when compared with other tea­
chers with the same amount of experience.
Recommendations made by Campbell were: (1 ) longer student
teaching time and a greater variety of experiences; (2) more and earlier 
classroom participation in the public schools; (3) more practical help 
in handling problems at d ifferent grade levels and sociological problems; 
(4) methods courses that emphasized application; (5) expansion of educa­
tion courses in general.
A selected group of th irty  rural, suburban, and urban elementary 
teachers were surveyed by Creaser (1972) concerning their preservice 
training at Michigan State University. An interview composed of twenty- 
five open-ended questions was used to collect data about required courses, 
electives, traditional scholarship, testing and grading, student teach­
ing, the role of in-service teachers, and the entire system of teacher 
certification in Michigan. The majority of opinions indicated that 
Michigan State University's program did not adequately prepare its  
graduates to teach in rura l, suburban, or urban settings. Recommenda­
tions related to the improvement of the elementary education program were:
1. There should be an evaluation of the quality of instruction 
and grading practices.
2. Traditional scholarship should be emphasized less.
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3. Theory and practice should be better integrated.
4. In-service teachers should be given a larger role in evalua­
tion, planning, instruction, and counseling of students in the university 
program.
5. The student teaching experience should be revised and extended 
in length of time.
An evaluation of the elementary education program of the Univer­
sity of Colorado by E llis  (1973) was based on data from questionnaires 
sent to th irty -five  student teachers, th irty -s ix  faculty members, eighty- 
five cooperating teachers, ninety-seven public school administrators, 
and three hundred three graduates from the years 1969-70 and 1970-71.
The researcher found that lecturing was the most frequently used teaching 
method, and that there seemed to be a need for new pedagogical methods.
The need for provision of fie ld  services and creative leadership for
public schools was si so indicated. Student teaching was considered very 
important by student teachers. Cooperating teachers and school adminis­
trators rated the program less favorably than did faculty members. E llis  
further concluded that there was need for better academic and personal 
guidance of students.
Recent graduates of the University of Oregon were asked by Hurley
(1975) to evaluate their preservice preparation for teaching elementary 
grades. Their principals were asked to evaluate their performance as 
teachers. Principals showed some concern about graduates' a b ility  to 
diagnose learning problems, to evaluate students, to plan lessons, and 
to deal with school public relations. Graduates with three years of 
experience fe lt  that they had been less competent as beginning teachers 
than did teachers with one and two years of experience. Graduates
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considered the following courses of most value: Student Teaching, In­
structional Assistantship, Enviornmental Science, September Experience 
Practicum, Reading in Primary Grades, and Teaching Mathematics in Ele­
mentary School. Considered of least value to them as teachers were 
Music, Consumer Science, Music Education, Social Foundations, Career 
Education, and Problems of Minorities in Schools. Hurley recommended 
examination and possible revision of these courses so that more re le­
vancy for elementary teachers would be achieved. High regard for fie ld  
experiences was expressed in both written comments and in ratings by the 
graduates. More and earlier fie ld  work was suggested by many.
Reynolds (1971) made an appraisal of teacher education programs 
at the University of Pennsylvania from 1965 through 1970. Data were 
obtained through structured interviews with students and faculty of the 
university, administrators of selected school systems in the Philadel­
phia area, and questionnaire responses from students in teacher
/
preparation in the Spring of 1969. I t  was determined that far more 
emphasis had been placed on liberal arts than on professional compe­
tencies. Coursework and fie ld  experiences provided were along the lines 
of conventional practices. Reynolds saw implications for: a change in 
p rio rities , higher admission standards, improvement of the preparation 
program, and better cooperation with public schools.
Mattson (1972) evaluated the teacher education program of 
Montana State University. Responses were received from 110 elementary 
and 218 secondary teachers to a questionnaire designed for rating pro­
gram objectives and professional courses. The 1969 graduates believed, 
for the most part, that their training programs were adequate, but 
nearly a ll rated Educational Psychology of l i t t l e  value. Areas of
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deficiency named were: teaching strategies, student evaluation, class­
room management, recognition of learning d isab ilities , and team teaching.
Since 1947, the University of Montana had annually surveyed 
firs t-year teachers who were graduates of its  teacher education pro­
gram. Evans (1974) analyzed this data to determine the value of course­
work, and the strengths and weaknesses of the program as perceived by 
those firs t-year teachers. The writer made the following recommendations:
1. The annual follow-up study should be continued, and results 
should be made available in writing to the faculty concerned.
2. The questionnaire should be revised to allow evaluation of 
general requirements, major/minor subjects, and professional courses.
3. Introductory courses should be revised to assist students in
determining i f  teaching is a desirable profession for them.
4. Methods courses should include developing and presenting 
lessons to others.
5. A course in classroom management should be offered; and one- 
year internships should be offered as an option to graduates or seniors.
Bates (1974) made a study of the undergraduate education pro­
grams of the University of Alabama. Data obtained from graduates of 
the years 1967 through 1971 and their supervisors led Bates to recommend 
the provision of more experience in classroom management, in the use of 
multi-media resources, and in classroom participation. The author also 
believed that further follow-up studies should be made in greater depth 
and dealing with fewer programs.
The effectiveness for achieving stated goals of the teacher 
education program of Oregon College of Education was evaluated by Kenyon
(1976) by surveying the graduates of 1967 and 1970. Four hundred ten
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graduates responded to the questionnaire. Practicality of the program 
was rated significantly higher by elementary graduates than by secondary 
graduates. Graduates of 1970 rated practicality significantly higher 
than did those of 1967. Educational philosophy was rated significantly  
higher by 1967 graduates than by those of 1970. Elementary graduates 
strongly indicated the following needs: (1) more competency in teach­
ing reading; (2) increased competency in working with exceptional 
children; (3) earlier experiences in the classroom; and (4) better 
supervision of student teaching.
Nicklas (1976) assessed the education program of North Texas 
State University. Graduates of 1974-75 completed a questionnaire which 
provided data concerning their perceptions of the strong and weak ele­
ments of the program. Student teaching was named most often as a strong 
point of the program* but inadequate time for student teaching was men­
tioned. Lack of provision for classroom experiences was listed most 
frequently as the weakest feature. Classroom control and management 
was considered the greatest problem for beginning teachers. Early 
basic education courses were given the most adverse criticism . Boring 
education courses also received some mention.
The teacher training programs in Oklahoma colleges and univer­
sities were the subject of a study by Moseley (1973). He found that 
public school teachers, school administrators, local school board 
members, and Oklahoma State Department of Education personnel agreed 
that history and philosophy of education were overemphasized. Areas of 
underemphasis named by teachers were drug education and methods. Admin­
istrators were more concerned about individualization of instruction 
and accountability; while school board presidents considered community
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concerns and developmental psychology had been underemphasized. State 
Department of Education personnel fe lt  that developmental psychology 
and the effect of home environment had received too l i t t l e  attention 
in teacher education programs.
Thompson (1971) made use of the opinions of 135 administrators 
and 907 regular and special service teachers to evaluate the preservice 
education of New York City teachers. Student teaching, child develop­
ment, and the teaching of reading were rated most valuable by both 
teachers and administrators. Suggestions for improvement included 
earlier contact with children, more practical experience in special 
service schools, more instruction in diagnosis and remediation of read­
ing and language communication problems.
SUMMARY
The findings of follow-up studies largely agreed with the opin­
ions of authorities as to the importance of improved, extended student 
teaching (Beatty, 1969; Smith, 1976; Campbell, 1970; Creaser, 1972; 
Nicklas, 1976) and earlier classroom experiences (May, 1967; Edge, 1968; 
Whitman, 1970; Hurley, 1975; Bates, 1974; Thompson, 1971). Some re­
search pointed to the need for care in selecting and training super­
visors of student teaching (Edge, 1968; Tucker, 1972; Kenyon, 1976).
Other areas of concern were preparation for teaching pupils of 
a different race (Fruge, 1971; Willard, 1972; Tucker, 1972; Campbell, 
1970) and handling discipline and classroom management (Smith, 1976; 
Evans, 1974; Bates, 1974; Nicklas, 1974). Frequently mentioned was the 
need for instruction in reading and in diagnostic and prescriptive 
techniques (M offit, 1967; Edge, 1968; Thompson, 1971; Mattson, 1972;
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Hurley, 1975; Kenyon, 1976). The integration of theory and practice 
was frequently recommended (May, 1967; Campbell, 1970; Creaser, 1972). 
Many graduates surveyed believed that college instruction of a higher 
quality was needed (May, 1967; Tucker, 1972; Creaser, 1972; E llis , 1973). 
Also indicated was the opinion that higher standards for admission to i 
schools of education should be in itiated  (Reynolds, 1971).
In light of the litera ture  reviewed, i t  seemed that information 
could be obtained from recent graduates that would be useful to faculties 
in planning viable programs to meet the needs of teachers in the fie ld . 
The identification of aspects of the program where revision is needed 
would be an important in it ia l step toward effective program development.
Chapter 3
PROCEDURE
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the undergraduate 
elementary education program at LSU, Baton Rouge, through the percep­
tions of its  recent graduates who had one or more years of teaching 
experience in grades one through eight. Graduates were asked to rate 
professional coursework and certain other aspects of their preparation 
as to the degree of contribution toward their competency as teachers.
THE INSTRUMENT
The questionnaire used to obtain data contained the following 
sections:
I .  A section for recording personal data which included age, 
grades taught, years of teaching experience, and racial make­
up of class or classes taught.
I I .  A l is t  of required professional education courses which were 
to be rated according to their value to the practicing teacher; 
a space for lis ting  the three courses considered most valuable 
and reasons why; a space for lis ting  the three courses deemed 
of least value and reasons why. Courses were rated on a scale 
of zero to five , with zero indicating no opinion.
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I I I .  A l is t  of other facets of the program which were to be rated,
with space for reasons for the rating given to each one.
These items were rated on a scale of zero to two, with zero 
indicating no opinion.
IV. A section for lis ting  suggested changes in the program, and 
for choices which concerned length of time and class assign­
ment for student teaching.
COLLECTION OF DATA
A l is t  of 622 graduates who received degrees at LSU from December,
1972 through August, 1975 was obtained from the Department of Education.
As many current addresses as possible were obtained from the Office of 
Alumni A ffairs, from the East Baton Rouge Parish School Directory, and 
by telephoning a ll available numbers that were in the Baton Rouge or 
New Orleans metropolitan area. Telephone conversations revealed that 
eighty-one graduates were inelig ible for the study because they had not 
taught since graduation, had not taught in grades one through eight, or 
had not completed a ll coursework within the LSU System. No current 
address could be located for seventy-one graduates.
On November 2, 1976, questionnaires were mailed to 470 recent 
graduates. A cover le tte r  which solicited their cooperation and gave 
assurance of anonymity, was included. A stamped, self-addressed enve­
lope was also enclosed.
A second questionnaire and le tte r of appeal were mailed on 
March 16, 1977, to those graduates who had not responded. Twenty-five 
questionnaires were returned as not deliverable. Follow-up telephone 
conversations with graduates who were not previously contacted disclosed
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eighty-nine more who were inelig ible for the study based on crite ria  
stated above.
A total of 329 completed questionnaires had been returned by 
June 1, 1977. Of that number, ninety were inelig ible for reasons pre­
viously stated. The analysis of data was based on the opinions of 239 
respondents, or 67 percent of the graduates who were located and were 
elig ib le  for the study.
TREATMENT OF THE DATA
Data concerning the respondents' rating of courses were reported 
in percentages of the total number who took each course. The courses 
were entered on tables according to the o ffic ia l number as listed in the 
LSU General Catalog (1969-1970 through 1974-1975). Complete course names 
can be located by referring to Appendix A of this study. Since no re­
spondent marked the no opinion column, except in a few instances when 
the course had obviously not been taken by the graduate, that informa­
tion was not reported.
The information was tabulated for the entire sample and for each 
of the sixteen categories based on age, grades taught, length of teach­
ing experience, and racial make-up of classes taught. Courses were 
listed for the entire sample in descending order according to the per­
centage of respondents who rated each course above average in value. 
Subsequent tables recorded the courses in the same order as that for 
the entire sample. The designation, above average value, was used to 
describe the total of percentages recorded for each course in the two 
columns headed above average and great value.
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Data for ED 3112, a p ilo t course at that time, was not reported 
because only eleven respondents took the course. For the same reason, 
data for HPRE 3611 was not presented. Only fourteen respondents com­
pleted that course.
Percentages of above average ratings for each category were 
compared with those of the entire sample. Ratings were summarized and 
tabulated for each category of age, grade level taught, teaching exper­
ience, and racial make-up of classes taught. Courses rated above 
average by 50 percent or more of respondents who took each course were 
judged to be greatly valued; those sim ilarly rated by less than 20 
percent were considered to be of very l i t t l e  value. Comparisons were 
made among the groups in each category to ascertain whether or not 
there were differences in the ratings based on age, length of teaching 
experience, grades taught, and racial make-up of classes taught.
Courses named among the three most valuable and the three least 
valuable were reported by the frequency of mention and by the percentage 
of respondents who took each course. Reasons given for choices in each 
case were categorized and presented by frequency of mention.
Positive and negative reactions to statements concerning 
selected aspects of the program, along with the number of no opinion 
responses were reported in percentages. Open comments made by respon­
dents were categorized and presented by frequency of mention.
Perceptions of the quality of preparation by the program for 
handling selected problems were presented in frequency of yes, no, and 
no opinion responses. A compilation of open comments by respondents 
indicated the reasons for the ratings given in each case.
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Suggestions for changes in program content were categorized 
and presented by frequency of mention. Preferences for various stu­
dent teaching arrangements were similarly reported.
Upon completion of tabulation and compilation of information, 
the writer analyzed the data and made comparisons which related to the 
stated purposes of the study. On the basis of that analysis, conclu­
sions were drawn and recommendations were made.
Chapter 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this Chapter was to present and analyze the 
data on the quality of preparation provided by the elementary education 
program at LSU, as perceived by recent graduates of that program. 
Questionnaires were mailed to the 470 recent graduates who could be 
located. A total of 329 completed questionnaires were returned. Of 
that number, 239 were elig ib le  for the study, based on stated c rite ria . 
That number represented 67 percent of a ll e lig ib le recent graduates for 
whom current addresses could be obtained.
The data provided the following types of information:
1. Factors relating to graduates' ages, grades taught, years of 
teaching experience, and racial make-up of classes taught.
2. The ratings given by respondents to selected professional 
courses in the elementary education program, and reasons for 
those ratings.
3. The opinions of respondents concerning the quality of teacher 
preparation provided by the program.
4. Changes in the program content suggested by the respondents.
5. Preferences for various student teaching arrangements.
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Responses to the questionnaire were ta llied  and percentages 
computed based on the values assigned by the respondents for:
1. Each course by the entire sample.
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2. Each course by the different age groups, grade levels taught, 
years of teaching experience, and racial make-up of classes 
taught.
3. Courses described as most or least valuable.
4. The four selected aspects of the program.
5. The preparation for handling eight selected problems.
Comments which were given by the respondents in the following
parts of the questionnaire were categorized and tabulated based on 
frequency of mention for:
1. Statements of reasons for rating courses as most or least 
valuable.
2. Statements of reasons for evaluation of four selected aspects 
of the program.
3. Statements of reasons for evaluation of preparation for handling 
eight selected problems.
4. Changes proposed for improving the program in general.
5. Preferences for length of time and arrangement for class as­
signment for student teaching.
These findings were tabulated and presented under the appro­
priate headings in this Chapter.
ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR THE ENTIRE SAMPLE
Table 1 presented the ratings of courses by the entire sample. 
These data revealed that a rating of above average was assigned by 50 
percent or more of the sample to ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3111, ED 3610,
ED 3108, ED 3500, and ED 3110. That same rating was given by less 
than 20 percent of the sample to ED 3106, ED 3107, ED 3025, ED 3200, 
and ED 2000.
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Table 1
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received from 
Courses in the Elementary Education Program by 239 
Elementary Education Graduates of Louisiana State 
University from the Fall of 1972 through 
the Summer Session of 1975
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 239 47.3 37.2 12.6 2.1 0.8
ED 3611 73 61.6 20.5 12.3 4.1 1.4
ED 3111 29 34.5 41.4 24.1 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 166 55.4 19.3 16.3 6.6 2.4
ED 3108 172 32.6 34.9 18.6 11.0 2.9
ED 3500 198 32.3 32.3 23.2 4.5 7.6
ED 3110 226 24.8 27.9 24.3 11.5 11.5
HPRE 3507 234 13.7 34.6 33.8 9.8 8.1
ED 3109 66 19.7 24.2 25.8 13.6 16.7
PSYC 2076 239 16.3 27.2 28.5 16.3 11.7
ED 3105 239 12.1 25.1 33.5 18.8 10.5
INED 2042 33 9.1 18.2 30.3 18.2 24.2
ED 2071 239 8.8 17.2 38.9 13.8 21.3
HPRE 2602 239 5.0 20.5 30.1 20.1 24.3
PSYC 2060 239 6.7 16.3 28.5 25.1 23.4
FIAR 2271 232 6.5 14.2 29.7 20.3 29.3
ED 3106 239 7.5 11.7 32.6 22.6 25.5
ED 3107 239 5.0 13.4 28.0 26.8 26.8
ED 3025 239 4.2 7.9 26.4 27.2 34.3
ED 3200 239 2.9 8.4 25.9 27.6 35.1
ED 2000 239 1.3 4.6 18.8 22.2 53.1
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ANALYSIS OF DATA BASED ON AGE
The rating of courses by teachers who were twenty-five years 
old or younger displayed in Table 2, agreed with the ratings of the 
entire sample. The same seven courses, ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3111,
ED 3610, ED 3108, ED 3500, and ED 3110 were rated above average in 
value by over 50 percent of the respondents. That same rating was 
assigned by less than 20 percent of the respondents to the same five
courses, ED 3106, ED 3107, ED 3025, ED 3200, and ED 2000.
Ratings by teachers in the twenty-six to th irty  year age 
group were shown in Table 3. The f irs t  six courses were rated the 
same as by the entire sample. ED 3110 fe ll below the 50 percent 
level, while ED 3105 was rated above average in value by 50 percent 
of the respondents in this group. The same courses, along with 
FIAR 2271, were rated above average in value by less than 20 percent 
of the respondents.
Table 4 presented the ratings by graduates above age th irty . 
ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3108, ED 3110, HPRE 3507, ED 3109, and PSYC 
2076 were rated above average in value by 50 percent or more of 
the respondents. ED 3111, ED 3610, and ED 3500 dropped below the
50 percent level. ED 2071 and HPRE 2602 were highly rated by less
than 20 percent of the respondents, along with the last three 
courses so rated by the entire sample, ED 3025, ED 3200, and 
ED 2000.
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Table 2
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program
by 173 Recent Graduates of Age 25 or Below
Number Above Below L ittle
Who Took Great Average Average Average or no
Course the Course Value Value Value Value Value
ED 3551 173 48.6 36.4 12.1 1.7 1.2
ED 3511 49 71.4 12.2 10.2 4.1 2.0
ED 3111 25 40.0 44.0 16.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 124 55.6 21.0 16.1 5.6 1.6
ED 3108 127 35.4 33.9 15.7 12.6 2.4
ED 3500 153 32.0 34.6 21.6 4.6 7.2
ED 3110 160 25.0 30.0 24.4 11.9 8.7
HPRE 3507 167 13.8 35.3 33.5 10.8 6.6
ED 3109 42 23.8 16.7 28.6 16.7 14.3
PSYC 2076 173 13.9 28.3 31.2 16.2 10.4
ED 3105 173 9.2 24.8 35.8 19.7 10.4
INED 2042 20 5.0 15.0 40.0 20.0 20.0
ED 2071 173 9.8 16.8 40.5 12.7 20.2
HPRE 2602 173 5.8 19.1 32.4 20.2 22.5
PSYC 2060 173 4.1 17.3 31.8 24.9 21.9
FIAR 2271 168 4.2 16.1 32.1 20.8 26.8
ED 3106 173 8.1 9.2 30.6 24.3 27.7
EO 3107 173 5.8 12.7 27.7 28.3 25.4
tD 3025 173 4.6 10.4 22.5 26.6 35.8
ED 3200 173 4.0 6.9 23.7 30.6 34.7
ED 2000 173 1.7 4.6 16.8 18.5 58.4
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Table 3
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program
by 42 Recent Graduates Between Ages 26 and 30
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 42 52.4 33.3 11.9 2.4 0.0
ED 3611 13 30.8 38.5 23.1 7.6 0.0
ED 3111 2 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 29 55.2 13.8 17.2 6.9 6.9
ED 3108 30 16.7 46.7 20.0 10.0 6.7
ED 3500 27 48.1 22.2 22.2 3.7 3.7
ED 3110 42 19.0 23.8 23.8 11.9 21.4
HPRE 3507 42 11.9 30.9 35.7 9.5 11.9
ED 3109 13 0.0 38.5 23.1 15.4 23.1
PSYC 2076 42 14.3 33.3 21.4 16.7 14.3
ED 3105 42 26.2 23.8 21.4 21.4 7.1
INED 2042 12 16.7 25.0 16.7 8.3 33.3
ED 2071 42 4.8 21.4 28.6 11.9 33.3
HPRE 2602 42 0.0 28.6 26.2 16.7 28.6
PSYC 2060 42 11.9 14.3 19.0 26.2 28.6
FIAR 2271 39 5.1 12.8 30.8 17.9 33.3
ED 3106 42 4.8 14.3 45.2 21.4 14.3
ED 3107 42 2.4 11.9 28.6 21.4 35.7
ED 3025 42 0.0 0.0 40.5 30.9 28.6
ED 3200 42 2.4 16.7 26.2 23.8 30.9
ED 2000 42 0.0 2.4 26.2 33.3 38.1
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Table 4
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program
by 16 Recent Graduates Above Age 30
Number Above Below L ittle
Who Took Great Average Average Average or no
Course the Course Value Value Value Val ue Value
ED 3551 16 31.2 43.8 18.8 6.2 0.0
ED 3611 10 60.0 30.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3111 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 6 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0
ED 3108 6 50.0 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0
ED 3500 15 26.7 20.0 26.7 0.0 26.7
ED 3110 15 33.3 33.3 13.3 0.0 20.0
HPRE 3507 16 6.2 43.8 43.8 6.2 0.0
ED 3109 9 22.2 33.3 33.3 0.0 11.1
PSYC 2076 16 31.2 18.8 18.8 18.8 12.5
ED 3105 16 6.2 31.3 50.0 0.0 12.5
INED 2042 0
ED 2071 16 0.0 12.5 50.0 25.0 12.5
HPRE 2602 16 0.0 18.8 12.5 37.5 31.2
P.SYC 2060 16 18.8 18.8 25.0 25.0 12.5
FIAR 2271 16 25.0 6.2 18.8 18.8 31.2
ED 3106 16 6.2 25.0 37.5 6.2 25.0
ED 3107 16 6.2 18.8 43.8 6.2 25.0
ED 3025 16 12.5 6.2 37.5 12.5 31.2
ED 3200 16 0.0 6.2 50.0 6.2 37.5
ED 2000 16 0.0 6.2 25.0 25.0 43.8
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ABOVE AVERAGE RATINGS OF COURSES BASED ON AGE
Table 5 presented above average ratings of courses based on 
age. Courses rated above average by 50 percent or more of respondents 
of age twenty-five or below, were ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3111, ED 3610,
ED 3108, ED 3500, and ED 3110. The f irs t  six of those courses, along 
with ED 3105, were sim ilarly rated by respondents of ages twenty-six 
through th irty . The group above age th irty  assigned that same rating 
to ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3108, ED 3110. They also rated HPRE 3507,
ED 3109, and PSYC 2076 above average. ED 3111, rated above average by 
no one, was taken by only one member of the group. ED 3610 which 
dropped well below the 50 percent level was taken by only six members 
of the group.
Less than 20 percent of respondents of age twenty-five or below 
gave above average rating to ED 3106, ED 3107, ED 3025, ED 3200, and 
ED 2000. The same five courses, along with FIAR 2271, were so rated by 
respondents who were ages twenty-six through th irty . That same rating 
was given by the group above age th irty  to ED 2071, HPRE 2602, ED 3025, 
ED 3200, and ED 2000.
There were some differences in course ratings by teachers above 
age th irty . While ED 3551 was most highly rated by 85 percent of 
teachers of age twenty-five and below, and by 85.7 percent of those 
between ages twenty-six and th ir ty , ED 3611 was given f ir s t  rank by 90 
percent of teachers above age th irty . ED 3111 and ED 3610, taken by 
low numbers of the la tte r  age group, fe ll significantly in rating.
Also rated much lower by respondents above age th irty  were ED 2071 and 
HPRE 2602, while higher ratings were assigned by that group to ED 3110, 
HPRE 3507, ED 3109, and PSYC 2076 (above 50 percent), and to FIAR 2271, 
ED 3106, and ED 3107 (above 20 percent).
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Table 5
Above Average Ratings of Courses Based on Age
Twenty- 
five or
Twenty- 
six thru Above
Course Below Thi rty Thirty
ED 3551 85.0 85.7 75.0
ED 3611 83.6 69.3 90.0
ED 3111 84.0 50.0 0.0
ED 3610 76.6 69.0 33.0
ED 3108 69.3 63.4 66.7
ED 3500 66.6 70.3 46.7
ED 3110 55.0 42.8 66.6
HPRE 3507 49.1 42.8 50.0
ED 3109 40.5 38.5 55.5
PSYC 2076 42.2 47.6 50.0
ED 3105 34.0 50.0 37.5
INED 2042 20.0 41.7 *
ED 2071 26.6 26.2 12.5
HPRE 2602 24.9 28.6 18.8
PSYC 2060 21.4 26.2 37.6
FIAR 2271 20.3 17.9 31.2
ED 3106 17.3 19.1 31.2
ED 3107 18.5 14.3 25.0
ED 3025 15.0 0.0 18.7
ED 3200 10.9 19.1 6.2
ED 2000 6.3 2.4 6.2
*Taken by no one in the group.
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Table 6
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 116 Recent Graduates Who Taught Primary 
Grades
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
Li t t le  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 116 46.6 37.9 11.2 2.6 1.7
ED 3611 13 69.2 15.4 15.4 0.0 0.0
ED 3111 18 33.3 38.9 27.8 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 103 61.2 17.5 12.6 6.8 1.9
ED 3108 102 30.4 41.2 16.7 8.8 2.9
ED 3500 100 25.0 38.0 27.0 5.0 5.0
ED 3110 107 28.0 33.6 21.5 6.5 10.3
HPRE 3507 113 13.3 39.8 33.6 7.1 6.2
ED 3109 11 27.3 18.2 18.2 36.4 0.0
PSYC 2076 116 19.8 26.7 28.4 18.1 6.9
ED 3105 116 9.5 21.6 38.8 21.6 8.6
INED 2042 18 5.6 16.7 22.2 33.3 22.2
ED 2071 116 11.2 20.7 42.2 12.9 12.9
HPRE 2602 116 5.2 16.4 32.8 20.7 25.0
PSYC 2060 116 7.8 14.7 26.7 31.0 19.8
FIAR 2271 112 8.0 13.4 32.1 22.3 24.1
ED 3106 116 9.5 10.3 31.9 . 19.8 28.4
ED 3107 116 6.9 13.8 25.0 25.9 28.4
ED 3025 116 6.0 8.6 23.3 29.3 32.8
ED 3200 116 2.6 6.9 18.1 32.8 39.7
ED 2000 116 0.9 5.2 17.2 19.8 56.9
46
Table 7
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 69 Recent Graduates Who Taught Upper 
Elementary Grades
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average 
Val ue
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 69 43.5 37.7 15.9 2.9 0.0
ED 3611 37 56.8 24.3 13.5 5.4 0.0
ED 3111 4 25.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 32 40.6 25.0 25.0 6.3 3.1
ED 3108 36 38.9 11.1 33.3 16.7 0.0
ED 3500 57 36.8 22.8 19.3 7.0 14.0
ED 3110 68 19.1 19.1 32.4 17.6 11.8
HPRE 3507 67 10.4 28.4 37.3 11.9 11.9
ED 3109 36 13.9 22.2 33.3 8.3 22.2
PSYC 2076 69 14.5 27.5 27.5 14.5 15.9
ED 3105 69 14.5 26.1 33.3 13.0 13.0
INED 2042 9 11.1 22.2 44.4 0.0 22.2
ED 2071 69 7.2 14.5 34.8 14.5 29.0
HPRE 2602 69 4.3 17.4 31.9 20.3 26.1
PSYC 2060 69 5.8 18.8 31.9 15.9 27.5
FIAR 2271 66 6.1 13.6 27.3 22.7 30.3
ED 3106 69 2.9 13.0 34.8 21.7 27.5
ED 3107 69 1.4 11.6 27.5 29.0 30.4
ED 3025 69 2.9 8.7 33.3 23.2 31.9
ED 3200 69 2.9 11.6 36.2 18.8 30.4
ED 2000 69 1.4 4.3 23.2 27.5 43.5
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Table 8
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 10 Recent Graduates Who Taught Junior 
High Grades
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 10 60.0 30.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3611 8 37.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 12.5
ED 3111 3 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3108 2 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3500 8 25.0 37.5 25.0 0.0 12.5
ED 3110 8 37.5 37.5 0.0 0.0 25.0
HPRE 3507 10 20.0 20.0 30.0 10.0 20.0
ED 3109 7 14.3 28.6 28.6 0.0 28.6
PSYC 2076 10 10.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 50.0
ED 3105 10 30.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 10.0
INED 2042 0
ED 2071 10 10.0 10.0 40.0 20.0 20.0
HPRE 2602 10 10.0 30.0 30.0 10.0 20.0
PSYC 2060 10 0.0 20.0 0.0 10.0 70.0
FIAR 2271 10 20.0 10.0 20.0 0.0 50.0
ED 3106 10 0.0 10.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
ED 3107 10 10.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 30.0
ED 3025 10 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0
ED 3200 10 10.0 20.0 30.0 10.0 30.0
ED 2000 10 10.0 10.0 20.0 10.0 50.0
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Table 9
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 44 Recent Graduates Who Taught 
Multi-Grades
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great 
Val ue
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 44 52.3 36.4 11.4 0.0 0.0
ED 3611 15 80.0 13.3 6.7 0.0 0.0
ED 3111 4 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 29 51.7 20.7 17.2 6.9 3.4
ED 3108 32 31.2 40.6 9.3 12.5 6.3
ED 3500 33 48.5 30.3 18.2 0.0 3.0
ED 3110 43 23.3 25.6 23.3 16.3 11.6
HPRE 3507 44 18.2 34.1 29.5 13.6 4.5
ED 3109 12 33.3 33.3 8.3 16.7 8.3
PSYC 2076 44 11.4 29.5 34.1 15.9 9.1
ED 3105 44 11.4 34.1 22.7 20.5 11.4
INED 2042 6 16.7 16.7 33.3 0.0 33.3
ED 2071 44 4.5 13.6 36.4 13.6 31.8
HPRE 2602 44 4.5 34.1 20.5 20.5 20.5
PSYC 2060 44 6.8 15.9 34.1 27.3 15.9
FIAR 2271 44 0.0 18.2 29.5 15.9 36.4
ED 3106 44 11.4 13.6 31.8 29.5 13.6
ED 3107 44 4.5 18.2 34.1 27.3 15.9
ED 3025 44 2.3 4.5 25.0 27.3 40.9
ED 3200 44 2.3 4.5 29.5 31.8 31.8
ED 2000 44 0.0 2.3 15.9 22.7 59.1
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ANALYSIS OF COURSE RATINGS BASED ON GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT
The data concerning the rating of courses by primary teachers
were displayed in Table 6. These ratings agreed with those of the 
entire sample, with the exception of HPRE 3507 which was rated above 
average in value by over 50 percent of the group, and ED 3107 which
was sim ilarly rated by over 20 percent of the respondents.
Responses of upper elementary teachers were reported in 
Table 7. The ratings agreed with those of the entire sample with 
the exception of two courses. ED 3110 was highly rated by less than 
50 percent of the respondents, and FIAR 2271 was so rated by less 
than 20 percent.
Table 8 displayed the ratings by junior high teachers. Of the 
ten responses, 50 percent or more assigned above average value to the 
same seven courses, as did the entire sample, along with ED 3105.
Less than 20 percent of this group held high regard for ED 3106, ED 
3107, and ED 3025. ED 3200 and ED 2000 were rated above average in 
value by over 20 percent of the respondents.
The ratings by teachers of multi-grades were presented in 
Table 9. Above average value was assigned by 50 percent or more of 
the respondents to the f irs t  six courses lis ted , along with HPRE 3507 
and ED 3109. ED 3110 was perceived as highly valuable by less than 
50 percent. The last three courses rated above average by less than 
20 percent of the entire sample were so rated by teachers of 
multi-grades, along with ED 2071 and FIAR 2271. More than 20 per­
cent of the respondents rated ED 3106 and ED 3107 above average in 
value.
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ABOVE AVERAGE RATINGS OF COURSES BASED ON GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT
Table 10 presented above average rating of courses based on 
grade level taught. ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3111, ED 3610, ED 3108,
ED 3500, ED 3110, and HPRE 3507 were rated above average by 50 percent 
or more of respondents who taught grades one through three. The f irs t  
six courses named above were so rated by teachers of a ll other grade 
levels. The same rating was given to ED 3110 and ED 3105 by teachers 
of grades seven through eight, and to HPRE 3507 and ED 3109 by teachers 
of grades one through eight.
Less than 20 percent of respondents who taught grades one 
through three assigned above average ratings to ED 3106, ED 3025,
ED 3200, and ED 2000. The same rating was given by teachers of grades 
four through six to these same courses, along with FIAR 2271 and 
ED 3107. Teachers of grades seven and eight so rated ED 3106, ED 3107, 
and ED 3025, while ED 3200 and ED 2000 moved above the 20 percent level. 
Above average rating was given by less than 20 percent of respondents 
who taught grades one through eight to ED 2071, FIAR 2271, ED 3025,
ED 3200, and ED 2000.
The courses rated most highly by a ll groups were assigned 
lower ratings by teachers of grades four through six, with the excep­
tion of ED 3611 and ED 3610, which were rated lower by teachers of 
grades seven and eight. The la tte r group assigned considerably higher 
ratings to ED 3105, ED 3110, ED 3200, and ED 2000. Teachers of grades 
one through eight rated ED 3106 and ED 3107 noticeably higher than did 
other groups.
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Table 10
Above Average Ratings of Courses Based on Grade Level Taught
Course Primary
Upper
Elementary
Junior
High
Multi- 
Grades
ED 3551 84.5 81.2 90.0 88.7
ED 3611 84.6 81.1 62.5 93.3
ED 3111 72.2 50.0 100.0 100.0
ED 3610 78.7 65.6 50.0 72.4
ED 3108 71.6 50.0 100.0 71.8
ED 3500 63.0 59.6 62.5 78.8
ED 3110 61.6 38.2 75.0 48.9
HPRE 3507 53.1 38.8 40.0 52.3
ED 3109 45.5 36.1 42.9 66.6
PSYC 2076 46.5 42.0 30.0 40.9
ED 3105 31.0 40.6 50.0 45.5
INED 2042 22.3 33.3 * 33.4
ED 2071 31.1 21.7 20.0 18.1
HPRE 2602 21.6 21.7 40.0 38.6
PSYC 2060 22.5 24.6 20.0 22.7
FIAR 2271 21.4 19.7 30.0 18.2
ED 3106 19.8 15.9 10.0 25.0
ED 3107 20.7 13.0 10.0 22.7
ED 3025 14.6 11.6 10.0 6.8
ED 3200 9.5 14.5 30.0 6.8
ED 2000 6.1 5.7 20.0 2.3
*Taken by no one in the group.
ANALYSIS OF DATA BASED ON TEACHING EXPERIENCE
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Table 11 reported the perceptions of graduates who had one year 
of teaching experience. Agreement with the entire sample was shown* 
with four exceptions. PSYC 2076 and INED 2042 were rated above average 
by 50 percent or more of the respondents. ED 3107 and ED 3025 were so 
rated by over 20 percent.
Ratings by graduates with 2 years of experience were presented 
in Table 12. Along with the f ir s t  seven courses lis ted , HPRE 3507 and 
ED 3109 were held in high regard by 50 percent or more of the respon­
dents. FIAR 2271 was deemed to be above average in value by less than 
20 percent of the respondents, while ED 3106 and ED 3107 were so rated 
by more than 20 percent.
The data which concerned the opinions of graduates with three 
years of teaching experience were reported in Table 13. The courses con­
sidered to be above average in value by 50 percent or more of the group 
were the same as those named by the entire sample, with one exception.
ED 3110 was so rated by less than 50 percent of the respondents. The 
courses rated above average by less than 20 percent of the group were the 
same five so rated by the entire sample, with the addition of HPRE 2602 
and PSYC 2060.
Table 14 presented the opinions of graduates with four years of 
experience. Five courses received ratings of above average value by 50 
percent or more of the respondents. These were ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3610, 
ED 3108, and ED 3500. None of the subjects in this group had taken ED 
3111. Less than 20 percent of the respondents gave similar ratings to 
the following courses: INED 2042, ED 2071, PSYC 2060, FIAR 2271, ED 3106,
ED 3107, ED 3025, ED 3200, and ED 2000.
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Table 11
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 45 Recent Graduates Who Had One Year 
of Teaching Experience
Number Above Below Li t t le
Who Took Great Average Average Average or no
Course The Course Value Value Value Value Value
ED 3551 45 62.2 28.9 4.4 4.0 0.0
ED 3611 12 41.7 25.0 16.7 8.3 8.3
ED 3111 13 38.5 38.5 23.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 33 69.7 9.1 9.1 9.1 3.0
ED 3108 32 43.7 31.2 0.0 18.8 6.3
ED 3500 40 32.5 27.5 32.5 2.5 5.0
ED 3110 37 40.5 27.0 18.9 5.4 8.1
HPRE 3507 45 8.9 40.0 37.8 8.9 4.4
ED 3109 9 11.1 33.3 33.3 11.1 11.1
PSYC 2076 45 15.5 35.6 20.0 15.5 13.3
ED 3105 45 17.8 20.0 37.8 20.0 4.4
INED 2042 6 16.7 33.3 16.7 16.7 16.7
ED 2071 45 13.3 24.4 33.3 15.5 13.3
HPRE 2602 45 6.7 20.0 33.3 13.3 26.7
PSYC 2060 45 4.4 24.4 35.6 11.1 24.4
FIAR 2271 44 11.4 25.0 25.0 11.4 27.3
ED 3106 45 8.9 11.1 31.1 22.2 26.7
ED 3107 45 15.6 20.0 31.1 15.6 17.7
ED 3025 45 13.3 13.3 28.9 24.4 20.0
ED 3200 45 6.7 11.1 31.1 20.0 31.1
ED 2000 45 6.7 4.4 22.2 20.0 46.7
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Table 12
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 83 Recent Graduates Who Had Two Years 
of Teaching Experience
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 83 39.8 45.8 9.6 3.6 1.2
ED 3611 24 79.2 4.2 16.7 0.0 0.0
ED 3111 11 45.5 36.4 18.2 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 59 47.5 23.7 18.6 6.8 3.4
ED 3108 60 41.7 33.3 16.7 6.7 1.7
ED 3500 80 23.8 41.3 21.3 6.3 7.5
ED 3110 79 32.9 27.8 20.3 8.9 10.1
HPRE 3507 80 17.5 42.5 25.0 6.3 8.8
ED 3109 22 31.8 27.3 18.2 0.0 22.7
PSYC 2076 83 20.5 27.7 27.7 15.7 8.4
ED 3105 83 12.0 30.1 26.5 15.7 15.7
INED 2042 13 0.0 23.0 30.8 15.4 30.8
ED 2071 83 9.6 19.3 43.4 12.0 15.7
HPRE 2602 83 7.2 24.1 25.3 19.3 24.1
PSYC 2060 83 8.4 24.1 16.9 30.1 20.5
FIAR 2271 80 7.5 10.0 32.5 20.0 30.0
ED 3106 83 10.8 13.3 27.7 20.5 27.7
ED 3107 83 4.8 18.1 27.7 25.3 24.1
ED 3025 83 3.6 8.4 24.1 31.3 32.5
ED 3200 83 2.4 7.2 18.1 31.3 41.0
ED 2000 83 0.0 6.0 16.9 21.7 55.4
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Table 13
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 80 Recent Graduates Who Had Three Years 
of Teaching Experience
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
Li t t le  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 80 45.0 35.0 18.8 0.0 1.3
ED 3611 29 69.0 24.1 3.4 3.4 0.0
ED 3111 5 0.0 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 51 52.9 17.6 23.5 3.9 2.0
ED 3108 55 20.0 40.0 27.3 12.7 0.0
ED 3500 66 37.9 27.3 21.2 4.5 9.1
ED 3110 79 13.9 31.6 29.1 16.5 8.9
HPRE 3507 78 15.4 25.6 42.3 10.3 6.4
ED 3109 27 18.5 18.5 25.9 22.2 14.8
PSYC 2076 80 15.0 21.3 37.5 20.0 6.3
ED 3105 80 10.0 22.5 35.0 23.8 8.8
INED 2042 8 25.0 0.0 25.0 37.5 12.5
ED 2071 80 7.5 13.8 40.0 15.0 23.8
HPRE 2602 80 3.8 15.0 40.0 17.5 23.8
PSYC 2060 80 5.0 6.3 33.8 31.3 23.8
FIAR 2271 77 5.2 16.9 32.5 20.8 24.7
ED 3106 80 6.3 7.5 33.8 25.0 27.5
ED 3107 80 0.0 6.3 27.5 33.8 32.5
ED 3025 80 1.3 6.3 22.5 26.3 43.8
ED 3200 80 2.5 7.5 28.8 27.5 33.8
ED 2000 80 0.0 3.8 15.0 26.3 55.0
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Table 14
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 31 Recent Graduates Who Had Four Years 
of Teaching Experience
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 31 51.6 32.3 16.1 0.0 0.0
ED 3611 8 12.5 50.0 25.0 12.5 0.0
ED 3111 0
ED 3610 23 60.9 26.1 4.3 8.7 0.0
ED 3108 25 24.0 32.0 28.0 8.0 8.0
ED 3500 12 58.3 16.7 16.7 0.0 8.3
ED 3110 31 12.9 19.4 29.0 12.9 25.8
HPRE 3507 31 6.5 29.0 29.0 19.4 16.1
ED 3109 8 0.0 25.0 37,5 25.0 12.5
PSYC 2076 31 9.7 29.0 19.4 9.7 32.3
ED 3105 31 9.7 25.8 41.9 12.9 9.7
INED 2042 6 0.0 16.7 50.0 0.0 33.3
ED 2071 31 3.2 9.7 32.3 12.9 41.9
HPRE 2602 31 0.0 25.8 12.9 38.7 22.6
PSYC 2060 31 9.7 9.7 35.5 16.1 29.0
FIAR 2271 31 0.0 3.2 22.6 32.3 41.9
ED 3106 31 0.0 19.4 45.2 22.6 12.9
ED 3107 31 3.2 9.7 25.8 29.0 32.3
ED 3025 31 0.0 3.2 38.7 22.6 35.5
ED 3200 31 0.0 9.7 32.3 29.0 29.0
ED 2000 31 0.0 3.2 29.0 16.1 51.6
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ABOVE AVERAGE RATINGS BASED ON YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE
Above average ratings of courses based on years of teaching ex­
perience were reported in Table 15. The following nine courses were 
rated above average by 50 percent or more of the respondents who had 
taught one year: ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3111, ED 3610, ED 3108, ED 3500,
ED 3110, PSYC 2076, and INED 2042. The f ir s t  seven courses named, along 
with HPRE 3507 and ED 3109, were so rated by teachers who had two years 
of experience. The f irs t  six courses named were highly rated by over 
50 percent of teachers who had three and four years of experience.
ED 3111 was not taken by any member of the la tte r group.
Above average ratings were given by less than 20 percent of 
respondents who had one year of teaching experience to only ED 3200 
and ED 2000. These two courses were so rated by teachers who had two, 
three, and four years of experience, along with ED 3025. Less than 
20 percent of teachers who had taught three years assigned above 
average rating to HPRE 2602, PSYC 2060, and ED 3106, while teachers 
who had taught four years so rated INED 2042, ED 2071, PSYC 2060,
FIAR 2271, and ED 3106.
Teachers with three and four years of teaching experience in 
general rated courses lower than did teachers with less experience.
The most obvious difference was between the ratings by teachers with 
four years of experience, and teachers who had taught one year. With 
two exceptions, ED 3610 and ED 3500, teachers with four years of ex­
perience gave a lower rating to each course than did teachers who had 
one year of experience.
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Table 15
Above Average Ratings of Courses Based on Years of Experience
Course One Two Three Four
ED 3551 91.1 85.6 80.0 83.9
ED 3611 66.7 83.4 93.1 62.5
ED 3111 77.0 81.9 60.0 *
ED 3610 78.8 71.2 70.5 87.0
ED 3108 74.9 75.0 60.0 56.0
ED 3500 60.0 65.1 65.2 75.0
ED 3110 67.5 60.7 45.5 32.3
HPRE 3507 48.9 60.0 41.0 35.5
ED 3109 44.4 59.1 37.0 25.0
PSYC 2076 51.1 48.2 36.3 38.7
ED 3105 37.8 42.1 32.5 35.5
INED 2042 50.0 23.0 25.0 16.7
ED 2071 27.7 28.9 21.3 12.9
HPRE 2602 26.7 31.3 18.8 25.8
PSYC 2060 28.8 32.5 11.3 19.4
FIAR 2271 36.4 17.5 22.1 3.2
ED 2106 20.0 24.1 13.8 19.4
ED 3107 35.6 22.9 6.3 12.9
ED 3025 26.6 12.0 7.6 3.2
ED 3200 17.8 9.6 10.0 9.7
ED 2000 11.1 6.0 3.8 3.2
♦Taken by no one in the group.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA BASED ON RACIAL MAKE-UP OF CLASSES TAUGHT
Data in Table 16 revealed that 50 percent or more of teachers of 
a ll white classes gave ratings of above average value to the same seven
courses so rated by the entire sample. PSYC 2076 was also highly rated
by more than 50 percent of this group. This rating was assigned by 
less than 20 percent of the respondents to the last four courses listed , 
ED 3107, ED 3025, ED 3200, and ED 2000. INED 2042, taken by only one
respondent, received no rating above average.
Table 17 reported the perceptions of teachers of classes that 
were over two-thirds white. A high degree of agreement with the entire 
sample was shown. The f ir s t  seven courses were rated above average in 
value by 50 percent or more of the respondents. The last four were so 
rated by less than 20 percent of the group, and ED 3106 was similarly 
rated by over 20 percent.
The ratings by teachers of classes that were between one-third 
and two-thirds white were displayed in Table 18. Ratings agreed to 
those of the entire sample with three exceptions. HPRE 3507 was rated 
above average by over 50 percent of the respondents, and FIAR 2271 and 
ED 2071 were so rated by less than 20 percent.
Responses of graduates who taught classes over two-thirds black 
were presented in Table 19. The nine courses perceived as above average 
in value by over 50 percent of the respondents were the same courses 
chosen by the entire sample, with the addition of HPRE 3507 and ED 3109. 
The data for courses rated above average by less than 20 percent of the 
respondents agreed with that of the entire sample.
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Table 16
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 38 Recent Graduates Who Taught Classes 
That Were All White
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 38 52.6 28.9 10.5 5.3 2.6
ED 3611 14 71.4 14.3 7.1 7.1 0.0
ED 3111 4 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 24 45.8 20.8 16.7 12.5 4.2
ED 3108 25 36.0 32.0 16.0 16.0 0.0
ED 3500 32 34.4 28.1 21.8 3.1 12.5
ED 3110 36 25.0 30.5 11.1 16.7 16.7
HPRE 3507 37 16.2 21.6 37.8 13.5 10.8
ED 3109 12 16.7 16.7 25.0 33.3 8.3
PSYC 2076 38 23.7 28.9 21.1 7.9 18.4
ED 3105 38 13.2 23.7 28.9 18.4 15.8
INED 2042 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
ED 2071 38 10.5 23.7 36.8 7.9 21.1
HPRE 2602 38 5.3 18.4 39.5 15.8 21.0
PSYC 2060 38 10.5 10.5 31.6 18.4 28.9
FIAR 2271 38 10.5 13.2 26.3 26.3 23.7
ED 3106 38 5.3 18.4 23.7 26.3 26.3
ED 3107 38 5.3 13.2 18.4 36.8 26.3
ED 3025 38 2.6 7.9 21.1 34.2 34.2
ED 3200 38 5.3 10.5 28.9 18.4 36.8
ED 2000 38 2.6 5.3 26.3 5.3 60.5
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Table 17
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 72 Recent Graduates Who Taught Classes 
That were Over Two-Thirds White
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L itt le  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 72 44.4 41.7 11.1 2.8 0.0
ED 3611 18 55.5 33.3 5.6 5.6 0.0
ED 3111 9 33.3 55.6 11.1 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 54 59.3 22.2 14.8 1.9 1.9
ED 3108 54 35.2 35.2 20.4 5.5 3.7
ED 3500 59 37.3 30.5 25.4 3.4 3.4
ED 3110 68 22.0 32.4 26.5 10.3 8.8
HPRE 3507 71 14.1 35.2 31.0 15.5 4.2
ED 3109 17 17.6 29.4 35.3 5.9 11.8
PSYC 2076 72 13.9 33.3 34.7 12.5 5.6
ED 3105 72 13.9 25.0 36.1 20.8 4.2
INED 2042 13 15.4 15.4 15.4 30.7 23.1
ED 2071 72 8.3 12.5 43.1 16.7 19.4
HPRE 2602 72 4.2 19.4 29.2 20.8 26.4
PSYC 2060 72 2.8 20.8 34.7 26.4 15.3
FIAR 2271 71 5.6 16.9 25.4 28.2 23.9
ED 3106 72 9.7 12.5 30.6 27.8 19.4
ED 3107 72 5.6 12.5 30.6 23.6 27.8
ED 3025 72 4.1 12.5 27.8 27.8 27.8
ED 3200 72 2.8 9.7 26.4 30.6 30.6
ED 2000 72 0.0 4.2 19.4 29.2 47.2
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Table 18
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 39 Recent Graduates Who Taught Classes 
That Were Between One-Third and 
Two-Thirds White
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L itt le  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 39 48.7 33.3 15.4 0.0 2.6
ED 3611 12 41.7 25.0 25.0 8.3 0.0
ED 3111 5 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 27 63.0 14.8 11.1 11.1 0.0
ED 3108 28 39.3 28.6 10.7 17.8 3.6
ED 3500 33 30.3 33.3 30.3 0.0 6.1
ED 3110 36 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.1 13.9
HPRE 3507 38 5.2 47.4 31.6 10.5 5.2
ED 3109 11 0.0 27.3 36.3 9.1 27.3
PSYC 2076 39 7.7 25.6 30.8 25.6 10.3
ED 3105 39 7.7 23.0 43.6 15.4 10.3
INED 2042 6 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 0.0
ED 2071 39 7.7 10.3 35.9 20.5 25.6
HPRE 2602 39 2.6 25.6 15.4 35.9 20.5
PSYC 2060 39 7.7 17.9 33.3 23.1 17.9
FIAR 2271 38 2.6 15.8 28.9 15.8 36.8
ED 3106 39 2.6 5.1 38.5 23.0 30.8
ED 3107 39 2.6 12.8 33.3 25.6 25.6
ED 3025 39 7.7 2.6 20.5 23.1 46.1
ED 3200 39 2.6 10.3 20.5 23.0 43.6
ED 2000 39 2.6 2.6 7.7 28.2 58.9
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Table 19
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 27 Recent Graduates Who Taught Classes 
That Were Over Two-Thirds Black
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average 
Val ue
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 27 66.7 14.8 18.5 0.0 0.0
ED 3611 6 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3111 6 50.0 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 21 57.1 14.3 23.8 4.8 0.0
ED 3108 20 15.0 50.0 15.0 20.0 0.0
ED 3500 22 22.7 31.8 22.7 4.5 18.2
ED 3110 25 32.0 28.0 24.0 4.0 12.0
HPRE 3507 27 18.5 33.3 37.0 7.4 3.7
ED 3109 5 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0
PSYC 2076 27 11.1 33.3 14.8 29.6 11.1
ED 3105 27 11.1 29.6 33.3 14.8 11.1
INED 2042 6 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 33.3
ED 2071 27 7.4 25.9 48.1 0.0 18.5
HPRE 2602 27 3.7 37.0 22.2 18.5 18.5
PSYC 2060 27 3.7 18.5 14.8 40.7 22.2
FIAR 2271 27 7.4 14.8 40.7 14.8 22.2
ED 3106 27 11.1 3.7 40.7 25.9 18.5
ED 3107 27 3.7 11.1 25.9 25.9 33.3
ED 3025 27 3.7 11.1 25.9 25.9 33.3
ED 3200 27 3.7 7.4 18.5 44.4 25.9
ED 2000 27 0.0 0.0 22.2 25.9 51.9
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Table 20 presented the data concerning graduates who taught a ll 
black classes. There was agreement with opinions of the entire sample 
as to the f irs t  seven courses listed as above average in value by 
50 percent or more of the respondents. INED 2042 and HPRE 2602 were 
among those sim ilarly rated by less than 20 percent of the respondents, 
while ED 3107 was so rated by more than 20 percent.
ABOVE AVERAGE RATINGS OF COURSES BASED ON RACIAL 
MAKE-UP OF CLASSES TAUGHT
Table 21 presented the above average ratings of courses based 
on racial make-up of classes taught. F ifty  percent or more of the 
respondents who taught a ll white classes gave above average ratings to 
the following eight courses: ED 3611, ED 3551, ED 3108, ED 3610, ED 3500,
ED 3110, PSYC 2076, and ED 3111. With the exception of PSYC 2076, the 
same courses were sim ilarly rated by a ll other groups based on racial 
make-up of classes taught. HPRE 3507 was rated above average by over 
50 percent of respondents who taught classes which were between one-third 
and two-thirds white, and by the group who taught classes which were over 
two-thirds black.
ED 3200, ED 3025, and ED 2000 were assigned above average ratings 
by less than 20 percent of a ll five groups. ED 3107 was similarly rated 
by a ll groups except teachers of a ll black classes. Above average 
ratings were given to ED 3106 by less than 20 percent of a ll groups ex­
cept teachers of a ll white classes and classes over two-thirds white.
HPRE 2602 was so rated only by teachers of a ll black classes, and INED 
2042 by teachers of a ll white classes. The la tte r course was taken by 
only one member of that group.
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Table 20
Ratings in Percentage According to the Value Received 
from Courses in the Elementary Education Program 
by 46 Recent Graduates Who Taught Classes 
That Were All Black
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Great
Value
Above
Average
Value
Average
Value
Below
Average
Value
L ittle  
or no 
Value
ED 3551 46 43.5 43.5 10.8 2.2 0.0
ED 3611 19 63.2 10.5 21.1 0.0 5.2
ED 3111 4 0.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0
ED 3610 27 44.4 18.5 22.2 7.4 7.4
ED 3108 29 31.0 37.9 17.2 6.9 6.9
ED 3500 40 35.0 40.0 12.5 5.0 7.5
ED 3110 43 25.6 25.6 27.9 9.3 11.6
HPRE 3507 44 9.1 38.6 36.4 2.3 13.6
ED 3109 19 26.3 21.1 21.1 10.5 21.1
PSYC 2076 46 19.6 21.7 32.6 13.0 13.0
ED 3105 46 15.2 28.3 28.3 13.0 15.2
INED 2042 6 0.0 16.7 33.3 0.0 50.0
ED 2071 46 6.5 19.6 32.6 13.0 28.3
HPRE 2602 46 6.5 8.7 37.0 15.2 32.6
PSYC 2060 46 10.8 10.8 28.3 19.6 30.4
FIAR 2271 40 5.0 12.5 35.0 10.0 37.5
ED 3106 46 6.5 13.0 34.8 10.9 34.8
ED 3107 46 8.7 17.4 34.8 13.0 26.1
ED 3025 46 4.3 4.3 34.8 19.6 37.0
ED 3200 46 4.3 4.3 32.6 23.9 34.8
ED 2000 46 2.2 6.5 21.7 15.2 54.3
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Table 21
Above Average Ratings of Courses Based on 
Racial Make-up of Classes Taught
Over Between One-Third Over
All Two-Thi rds and Two-Thirds Two-Thirds All
Course White White White Black Black
ED 3551 81.5 86.1 82.0 81.5 87.0
ED 3611 85.7 88.8 66.7 100.0 73.7
ED 3111 50.0 88.9 100.0 66.7 75.0
ED 3610 66.6 81.5 77.8 71.4 62.9
ED 3108 68.8 70.4 67.9 65.0 68.9
ED 3500 62.5 67.8 63.6 54.5 75.0
ED 3110 55.5 54.4 50.0 60.0 51.2
HPRE 3507 37.8 49.3 52.6 51.8 47.7
ED 3109 33.4 47.0 27.3 80.0 47.4
PSYC 2076 52.6 47.2 33.3 44.4 41.3
ED 3105 36.9 38.9 30.7 40.7 43.5
INED 2042 0.0 30.8 33.4 33.3 16.7
ED 2071 34.2 20.8 18.0 33.3 26.1
HPRE 2602 23.7 23.6 28.2 40.7 15.2
PSYC 2060 21.0 23.6 25.6 22.2 21.6
FIAR 2271 23.7 22.5 18.4 22.2 17.5
ED 3106 23.7 22.2 7.7 14.8 19.5
ED 3107 18.5 18.1 15.4 14.8 26.1
ED 3025 10.5 16.6 10.3 14.8 8.6
ED 3200 15.8 12.5 12.9 11.1 8.6
Ej 2000 7.9 4.2 5.2 0.0 8.7
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SUMMARY OF COURSE RATINGS
Although there were some slight differences in the rank of each 
course, there was general agreement among a ll categories concerning the 
most and least valuable courses. The five most highly rated courses 
were ED 3551, ED 3611, ED 3610, ED 3108, and ED 3111. The next two 
courses most frequently rated above average in value were ED 3500 and 
ED 3110. Considered of least value were ED 2000, ED 3200, ED 3025,
ED 3107, and ED 3106. The top ranking and bottom ranking courses rather 
consistently maintained that position throughout the ratings assigned by 
all categories.
The ratings based on age showed some variance in the values 
assigned by teachers over age th irty . That group, which numbered only 
sixteen, valued ED 3611 most highly, while the two younger groups placed 
ED 3551 in that position. Seven courses were rated above average by a 
considerably higher percentage of teachers over age th irty  than by either 
of the younger groups. Two other courses were rated much lower by the 
oldest group than by the younger groups.
Teachers of upper elementary grades tended to assign lower 
values to courses. Only six courses were rated above average by over 
50 percent of that group, and six were similarly rated by less than 
20 percent. In comparison, eight courses were highly rated by over 
50 percent of teachers of other grades, and four courses by less than 
20 percent. ED 3200 and ED 2000 were rated above average by over 20 
percent of junior high teachers. Those two courses were rated much 
lower by a ll other groups.
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Length of teaching experience seemed to have some bearing on 
the rating of courses. The number of courses assigned above average 
ratings by over 50 percent of a group decreased with increase in 
amount of teaching experience. Inversely, the number of courses that 
received above average rating by less than 20 percent of a group in­
creased with length of experience. Nine courses were rated above 
average by over 50 percent of correspondents who had taught one year.
Six courses were sim ilarly rated by those who had taught four years.
Only two courses received above average rating by less than 20 percent 
of respondents who had one year of teaching experience, while nine 
courses were so rated by teachers who had four years of experience.
There was l i t t l e  difference in the rating of courses based on 
racial make-up of classes taught. Some obvious differences occurred 
when certain courses were taken by low numbers. For example, ED 3111 
was completed by only five members of the group who taught classes 
between one-third and two-thirds white. Similarly, ED 3109 was taken 
by five respondents who taught classes over two-thirds black, and INED 
2042 by one who taught a ll white classes.
COURSES NAMED AS MOST VALUABLE
Graduates were asked to l is t  the three courses considered most 
valuable. Table 22 presented the courses in descending order by percent 
of respondents who took each course. Named most valuable by 69.9 per­
cent of the entire sample was ED 3611, while ED 3610 was selected by 
63.9 percent. Fifty-one percent favored ED 3551, and 46.5 percent 
chose ED 3108. ED 3111 and ED 3110 were named respectively by 37.9
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percent and 30.1 percent of the respondents. Mentioned by 26.3 percent 
as most valuable was ED 3500, while ED 3109 and PSYC 2076 were each 
mentioned by 16.7 percent of the respondents; ED 3105 by 15.5 percent. 
The remaining courses were favored by less than ten percent of the 
responses. ED 2000 was not mentioned as most valuable.
COURSES NAMED AS LEAST VALUABLE
Graduates were asked to name the three courses considered 
least valuable. The courses were displayed in Table 23 in descending 
order by percent of respondents who took each course. ED 2000 was 
listed by 49.4 percent of the respondents, while 33.5 percent named 
ED 3200 as least valuable; and 31.4 percent chose ED 3025. Least 
favored by 29.3 percent of the respondents was ED 3107. ED 3106 was 
mentioned in 24.3 percent of the replies. PSYC 2060 was named by 
23.4 percent, FIAR 2271 by 19.4 percent, and ED 2071 by 18.4 percent 
of the respondents as least valuable. Chosen least valuable by 15.1 
percent was HPRE 2602. ED 3109 was least favored by 12.1 percent,
ED 3105 by 11.3 percent, and ED 3110 by 11.1 percent of respondents.
The remaining courses were named in less than ten percent of the 
replies. Not mentioned as least valuable were ED 3551 and ED 3111.
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Table 22
Courses in the Elementary Education Program Named 
Most Valuable by the Entire Sample, Based on 
the Number Who Took Each Course
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Number of 
Most Value 
Rati ngs Percent
ED 3611 73 51 69.9
ED 3610 166 106 63.9
ED 3551 239 122 51.0
ED 3108 172 80 46.5
ED 3111 29 11 37.9
ED 3110 226 68 30.1
ED 3500 198 52 26.3
ED 3109 66 11 16.7
PSYC 2076 239 40 16.7
ED 3105 239 37 15.5
ED 3106 239 23 9.6
HPRE 3507 234 21 9.0
ED 2071 239 15 6.3
PSYC 2060 239 11 4.6
FIAR 2271 232 9 3.9
INED 2042 33 1 3.0
ED 3107 239 7 2.9
ED 3200 239 7 2.9
HPRE 2602 239 7 2.9
ED 3025 239 3 1.3
ED 2000 239 0 0.0
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Table 23
Courses in the Elementary Education Program Named 
Least Valuable by the Entire Sample, Based on 
the Number Who Took Each Course
Course
Number 
Who Took 
the Course
Number of 
Least Value 
Ratings Percent
ED 2000 239 118 49.4
ED 3200 239 80 33.5
ED 3025 239 75 31.4
ED 3107 239 70 29.3
ED 3106 239 58 24.3
PSYC 2060 239 56 23.4
FIAR 2271 232 45 19.4
ED 2071 239 44 18.4
HPRE 2602 239 36 15.1
ED 3109 66 8 12.1
ED 3105 239 27 11.3
ED 3110 226 25 11.1
INED 2042 33 3 9.1
PSYC 2076 239 17 7.1
ED 3108 172 8 4.7
ED 3500 198 7 3.5
HPRE 3507 234 7 3.0
ED 3610 166 3 1.8
ED 3611 73 1 1.4
ED 3551 239 0 0.0
ED 3111 29 0 0.0
COMPILATION OF COMMENTS CONCERNING REASONS FOR 
RATING COURSES MOST OR LEAST VALUABLE
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Graduates named the three courses considered most valuable and 
the three considered least valuable. Opportunity was provided for stat­
ing reasons why each course was so rated. The comments were summarized 
here in descending order of frequency.
Education 160 (3611)
The 51 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 45 comments:
Had actual classroom experience. 42
Given personal help by an excellent supervisor. 2
Was prepared to teach in a predominantly black school. 1
The one respondent who rated the course least valuable made the 
following comment:
Unprepared for the real world of teaching by student 
teaching in an ideal school. 1
Education 159 (3610)
The 106 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 115 comments:
Had invaluable classroom experience. 88
Given personal help by an excellent supervisor. 15
Had opportunity for interaction with children. 5
Learned more than in any other course. 4
Was prepared to teach in lower socio-economic areas. 3
The 3 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 4 comments:
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Had a poor supervisor. 2
Was not prepared to teach by so short a course. 2
Education 114 (3551)
The 122 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 130 comments:
Had experience in using audio-visual machines and 
techniques. 58
Gained insight into the value of children's lite ra tu re . 39
Acquired knowledge of a wide range of children's 
lite ra tu re . 26
Had excellent instruction. 7
This course received no mention as least valuable.
Education 144 (3108)
The 80 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 90 comments:
Engaged in practical activ ities  and shared ideas in class. 30 
Worked with a child. 24
Learned useful language arts methods. 22
Had excellent instruction. 10
Learned about language development. 3
Gained knowledge useful with bi-lingual problems. 1
The 8 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 9 comments:
Involved no practical application. 5
Had poor instruction. 4
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Education 3111
The 11 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the
following 12 conments:
Worked with real pupils. 7
Learned practical ideas and techniques. 4
Provided different avenues for teaching problem children. 1
This course received no mention as least valuable.
Education 147 (3110)
The 68 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 83 comments:
Provided practical ideas that can be applied in the
classroom. 51
Received excellent instruction. 13
Worked with a child. 10
Made aware of the many problems in learning to read, 
and possible means of correction. 7
Gained a good phonics background. 2
The 25 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 28 comments:
Did not teach reading methods. 23
Provided no work with children. 3
Ignored the problem of disabled readers. 2
Education 138 (3500)
The 52 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 46 comments:
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Provided practical knowledge about audio-visual machines 
and materials essential to effective instruction. 46
The 7 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 5 comments:
Did not learn to use the machines most needed now. 3
Received poor instruction. 2
Education 145 (3109)
The 11 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 12 comments:
Learned practical methods and materials for la ter use. 7
Had the opportunity to apply the techniques learned. 3
Learned about language development, which is essential 
in low socio-economic areas. 2
The 8 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 7 comments:
Learned no methods for teaching language arts. 5
Received poor instruction. 2
Psychology 57 (2076)
The 40 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 37 comments:
Gained insight into child behavior and learned
positive measures for dealing with i t .  25
Learned about child growth and development. 11
Instilled  in the student patience for slow learners
and trouble makers. 1
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The 17 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the
following 15 comments:
Gained no help with children's problems. 11
Received poor instruction. 3
Offered too early in the course of study. 1
Education 141 (3105)
The 37 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 39 comments:
Prepared units and materials that I s t i l l  use. 15
Demonstrated practical classroom techniques. 13
Learned "new" science methods. 5
Learned to devise interesting science activities  
with simple materials. 3
Received good instruction. 3
The 27 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 25 comments:
Learned no teaching techniques. 11
Had no practical experience. 6
Found that materials were not practical in most 
situations. 6
Did not teach science, so did not use this. 2
Education 142 (3106)
The 23 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 19 comments:
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Learned interesting ways to present math concepts. 11
Had actual experience teaching math. 4
Had a professor who instilled  an understanding of 
slow learners. 2
Called for thinking: not memorization. 2
The 58 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 63 comments:
Provided no practical experience; only theory. 28
Taught math to students, not methods for teaching
pupils. 19
Received poor instruction; out-of-date ideas;
irrelevant ta lk . 16
HPRE 73 (3507)
The 21 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 24 comments:
Participated in many useful ac tiv ities . 15
Had practical experience with children. 6
Received good instruction. 3
The 7 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 9 comments:
Did not teach physical education, so did not use this. 6
Did not apply to the ordinary class. 3
Education 71 (2071)
The 15 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 13 comments:
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Provided a good foundation in the basics of teaching 7
music.
Learned ways of "reaching" children through music. 4
Found this course very interesting. 2
The 44 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 45 comments:
Learned no practical techniques for teaching 
elementary children. 21
Did not teach music, so did not need th is. 19
Knew more music already than was taught in the class. 5
Psychology 56 (2060)
The 11 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 10 comments:
Received a good theoretical foundation. 4
Made students aware of children's needs. 4
Gained insight into learning processes. 2
The 56 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 68 comments:
Required to memorize facts concerning behavior theory. 30
Learned nothing to help with practical problems. 19
Had a poor professor; boring. 17
Offered too early in the course of study. 1
Enrolled in a class too large for good instruction. 1
Art Education 71 (2271)
The 9 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
the following 12 comments:
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Learned many activ ities appropriate for elementary 
pupils. 8
Learned about children's need for expression. 4
The 45 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 54 comments:
Stressed students' art a b ility ; not methods for
children. 41
Had poor instruction; irrelevant ta lk . 8
Did not teach a rt, so did not need this. 3
Felt that abstract art was of no value for the
elementary child. 1
Had already had nine hours of fine arts; no
value to me. 1
Education 143 (3107)
The 7 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 8 comments:
Learned to build units based on the immediate 
locale. 4
Learned the goals of a social studies program. 3
Introduced to center ac tiv ities . 1
The 70 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 84 comments:
Learned no practical methods; memorized facts. 57
Had boring, out-dated instruction. 22
Spent too much time on resource units. 3
Repeated much of the content of Education 101. 2
80
Education 150 (3200)
The 7 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 8 comments:
Learned to construct an effective test. 5
Provided a solid basis for effective evaluation 
techniques. 3
The 80 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 100 comments:
Provided l i t t l e  of value for elementary teachers. 62
Had a poor instructor who engaged in boring, 
irrelevant ta lk . 35
Learned l i t t l e  about testing. 3
HPRE 63 (2602)
The 7 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following 5 comments:
Had an excellent teacher who taught practical 
information. 5
The 36 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 37 comments:
Given no practical help. 18
Had a poor instructor. 11
Concerned largely with drugs, alcohol, and tobacco; 
l i t t l e  about children's diseases. 4
Did not teach health, so did not need th is . 4
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Industrial Arts 73 (2042)
The one respondent who rated the course most valuable made the 
the following comment:
Learned how to use tools.
The 3 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following two comments:
Had an indifferent instructor. 1
Learned l i t t l e  of use for elementary children. 1
Education 101 (3025)
The 3 respondents who rated the course most valuable made the 
following comment:
Had an excellent professor; very realistic  about 
teaching. 3
The 75 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 76 comments:
Offered nothing of value for the classroom teacher. 47
Had a boring professor who engaged in irrelevant ta lk . 18
Repeated the content of Education 51. 11
Education 51 (2000)
This course received no mention as most valuable.
The 118 respondents who rated the course least valuable made the 
following 128 comments:
Offered nothing of practical value; only history and 
theory. 73
Provided poor instruction by a boring professor. 40
Repeated the content of Education 101; should be dropped 
or combined and offered later in the course of study. 15
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RATINGS IN PERCENTAGE OF REACTIONS TO STATEMENTS CONCERNING SELECTED 
ASPECTS OF THE ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAM BY 239 RECENT GRADUATES
Reactions to statements concerning four selected aspects of the 
program were presented in Table 24. Responses to the f irs t  statement, 
which pertained to the entire program, indicated that 31.8 percent fe lt  
that the program was adequate, while 64 percent thought the program was 
inadequate. No opinion was expressed by 4.2 percent of the sample.
Table 24
Ratings in Percentage of Reactions to Statements Concerning 
Selected Aspects of the Elementary Education 
Program by 239 Recent Graduates
Statement Yes No
No
Opinion
In general, my entire undergraduate elementary 
education program at LSU prepared me adequately 
for my present position. 31.8 64.0 4.2
In general, guidance given by my advisor made 
a positive difference. 23.0 57.7 19.2
Each of my professors provided me with mean­
ingful experiences. 9.2 84.9 5.4
In general, courses were well balanced 
between theory and practicality. 16.3 75.3 8.4
Replies concerning the value of advisement received showed that 23 per­
cent were satisfied; 57.7 percent were not satisfied; and 19.2 percent 
had no opinion. The third statement which was concerned with the quality 
of experiences provided by each professor elic ited  9.6 percent affirmative 
and 84.9 percent negative responses. No opinion was expressed by 5.4 
percent of the respondents. In reacting to the statement relating to
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balance of theory and practicality in the coursework, 16.3 percent re­
sponded that the balance was adequate. The responses of 75.3 percent 
indicated a lack of balance; while 8.4 percent expressed no opinion.
PERCEPTIONS OF PREPARATION BY THE PROGRAM 
TO HANDLE SELECTED PROBLEMS
Respondents' perceptions of their preparation to handle eight 
selected problems were shown in Table 25. Adequate preparation for 
classroom management was indicated by 26.4 percent of the respondents; 
inadequate preparation by 68.2 percent; and no opinion by 5.4 percent. 
Fifteen percent of the sample believed that they had been well prepared 
to manage discipline problems. Insufficient preparation was indicated 
by 81.2 percent; while 3.8 percent had no opinion. Reactions concerning 
working with pupils of a different race revealed that 33 percent fe lt  
well prepared, while 58.6 percent fe lt  they were poorly prepared. No 
opinion was expressed by 8.4 percent of the respondents. Forty-six per­
cent thought their preparation for development of pupil concept was 
satisfactory; 34.3 percent thought i t  was unsatisfactory; 19.7 percent 
held no opinion. Support for the adequacy of instruction in lesson plan­
ning was indicated by 64.9 percent of the respondents. Lack of instruc­
tion was noted by 30.1 percent. Five percent had no opinion. Preparation 
for recognizing and diagnosing learning d ifficu ltie s  was believed to be 
adequate by 30.5 percent of the sample and inadequate by 61.9 percent.
No opinion was given by 7.5 percent. Instruction in devising teaching 
strategies for a variety of needs was rated inadequate by 36.8 percent 
of the respondents. Adequacy to meet this problem was indicated by 51.9 
percent. No opinion was noted by 11.3 percent. Affirmative responses
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were registered by 18.4 percent of the sample concerning the handling of 
parent conferences. Negative replies were given by 70.3 percent; while 
11.3 percent indicated no opinion.
Table 25
Ratings in Percentage of Their Preparation by the Program 
for Handling Selected Problems by 239 Recent Graduates
Statement Yes No
No
Opinion
Classroom Management 26.4 68.2 5.4
Disci piine 15.0 81.2 3.8
Working with Pupils of a Different Race 33.0 58.6 8.4
Developing and Enhancing Pupil Self 
Concept 46.0 34.3 19.7
Lesson Planning 64.9 30.1 5.0
Recognizing and Diagnosing Learning 
Problems 30.5 61.9 7.5
Devising Teaching Strategies for a 
Variety of Needs 36.8 51.9 11.3
Conferring with Parents Concerning 
School Program and Pupil Progress 18.4 70.3 11.3
COMPILATION OF COMMENTS CONCERNING SELECTED 
ASPECTS OF THE PROGRAM
Graduates responded to statements concerning four selected aspects 
of the program by answering yes, no, or no opinion. Following each state­
ment space was provided for open comments. These comments were summarized 
here in descending order of frequency.
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Statement 1. In general, my entire undergraduate elementary education 
prepared me adequately for my present position.
The 76 who answered yes made the following 83 conments:
Provided a good foundation. 26
Received barely adequate preparation. 23
Gained practical experience during student 
teaching and in some other courses. 17
Needed more practical experience and help with 
discipline and classroom management. 11
Received a good total education. 6
The 153 who answered no made the following 164 comments:
Needed more and earlier classroom experiences; 
less theory. 81
Prepared for an ideal situation; not for an a ll 
black school, classes with severe learning problems, 
or a school with l i t t l e  equipment. 34
Need improved, relevant courses, especially in 
methods. 16
Learned l i t t l e  of value; learned after I started 
teaching. 16
Needed more emphasis on basic s k ills . 5
Should discontinue unrealistic observation and 
student teaching in the lab school. 5
Should provide experience in black or low socio­
economic areas. 2
Neglected major problems such as discipline. 2
Not prepared for junior high school. 2
Not prepared for non-graded, departmentalized school. 1
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Statement 2. In general, guidance given by rny advisor made a positive 
difference.
The 55 who answered yes made the following 37 comments:
Received helpful, personal guidance. 35
Helpful, but had too l i t t l e  time. 2
The 138 who answered no made the following 120 comments:
Received l i t t l e  or no guidance. 36
Impersonally signed my schedule. 35
Was always busy or hard to find. 25
Did not really know me; had too many advisees. 13
Misguided me; scheduled me in wrong classes 7
Was rude and anything but helpful. 2
Need an advisory team. 2
Statement 3. Each of my professors provided me with meaningful experiences.
The 23 who answered yes made the following 11 comments:
Seemed interested in helping me become a good teacher. 9
Provided for working with children. 2
The 103 who answered rw made the following 211 comments:
Provided excellent experiences by only a very few 
professors. 84
Lectured and expected feedback of memorized material. 30
Far removed from the elementary classroom 28
Provided l i t t l e  practice; much theory. 23
Engaged in much irrelevant ta lk . 13
Seemed bored with teaching and indifferent to students. 10
Learned very l i t t l e  in most courses. 8
Knew l i t t l e  about teaching themselves. 6
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Were discouraging and destructive of student self image. 5 
Did not practice their own teaching. 4
Statement 4. In general, courses were well balanced between theory and 
practicality.
The 39 who answered yes made the following 16 comments:
Gained practical experience in some courses; not a l l .  11
Worked with children in methods courses. 3
Made lesson plans and saw helpful demonstrations. 1
Engaged in observations and practical projects. 1
The 180 who answered n£ made the following 153 comments:
Lectured on theory; expected feedback. 127
Worked with only one or two pupils or fellow college 
students; not with an entire class. 10
Was not prepared for the rea lity  of a classroom. 10
Need more and earlier classroom experiences. 4
Need more student teaching. 1
Should "overhaul" the LSU College of Education. 1
COMPILATION OF COMMENTS CONCERNING PREPARATION BY THE 
PROGRAM FOR HANDLING SELECTED PROBLEMS
Graduates responded to statements as to whether or not the program 
prepared them adequately to handle selected problems by answering yes, no, 
or no opinion. Following each statement, space was provided for the free 
expression of opinions. Open comments that followed yes or no replies 
were summarized here in descending order of frequency.
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Classroom Management
The 63 who answered yes made the following 43 comments:
Had excellent experience during student teaching. 19
Received adequate foundation. 15
Had some preparation; not enough. 7
Learned about the ideal in the lab school. 1
Was taught that preparation solves most problems. 1
The 166 who answered no made the following 135 comments:
Received poor preparation in this area. 47
Need extended practical experience. 36
Prepared some by student teaching, but not enough. 23
Should be a course in classroom management. 19
Learned only about ideal situations. 10
Disci piine
The 36 who answered yes made the following 20 comments:
Prepared by student teaching. 10
Was discussed fa ir ly  well. 7
Received some help in psychology courses. 3
The 194 who answered no made the following 184 comments:
Received l i t t l e  preparation. 70
Needed practical experience — rea lis tic  exposure. 57
Could not have been prepared by any course for black 
schools; classroom stabbings, hyperactive, emotionally 
disturbed, sexually active children. 19
Prepared to some degree by student teaching. 17
Should be a course in this that emphasizes the 
complexities. 17
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Learned only that reasoning is the way to discipline. 2
Was taught that poor discipline is always the teacher's 
fau lt. 2
Working with Pupils of a Different Race.
The 79 who answered yes made the following 54 comments:
Worked as an aide in a practicum in a black school. 16
Student taught in a black school. 15
Received adequate preparation. 11
Have had no personal experience with the problem. 8
Needed even more experience. 2
Prepared by HPRE, Language Arts, and Child Psychology. 2
The 140 who answered no made the following 110 comments:
Had l i t t l e  or no experience at LSU. 66
Unprepared for the cultural shock by student teaching 
in an a ll white school or in the lab school. 39
Taught by professors who had experience only in middle 
class white schools. 3
Studied about dialect; not l i f e  style and values. 2
Developing and Enhancing Pupil Self Concept
The 110 who answered yes made the following 72 comments:
Gained this in Child Psychology. 18
Discussed the theory, but not how to accomplish i t .  18
Received sufficient instruction. 16
Learned positive ways to work with a child. 12
Had practical experience in Language Arts course. 4
Well taught, but I disagree with the teaching. 4
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The 82 who answered no^ made the following 65 comments:
Received no training in th is. 33
Needed more emphasis; practice rather than theory. 17
Learned only in a practical situation; can't be taught. 10
Should be careful in attempting this; very touchy. 5
Lesson Planning
The 155 who answered yes made the following 125 comments:
Received adequate training. 59
Stressed too much. 32
Learned during student teaching. 27
Had practice in Language Arts. 5
Learned to write plans; not how to teach by them. 2
The 72 who answered no made the following 57 comments:
Emphasized plans and units too detailed to be useful. 27
Learned only in student teaching. 11
Needed more practical application. 11
Learned very l i t t l e ;  some in reading and science courses. 8
Recognizing and Diagnosing Learning Problems.
The 73 who answered yes made the following 58 comments:
Emphasized in some methods courses; not enough. 27
Given a basic foundation. 16
Needed more practical experience. 6
Had training during student teaching. 5
Learned much in two elective Special Education courses. 4
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The 148 who answered rm made the following 102 comments: 
Ignored in most education courses.
Needed experience with real cases.
Received help in a few courses — Math, Language 
Arts, and elective Special Education courses. 
Unprepared for the severe problems I have.
Led to believe that most problems would be in special 
school s.
Devising Teaching Strategies for a Variety of Needs 
The 88 who answered yes made the following 49 comments:
Received help in student teaching and Language Arts. 
Covered adequately.
The 124 who answered no^ made the following 101 comments: 
Prepared very inadequately.
Needed experience with diverse problems.
Led to believe that a ll classes would have average 
intelligence and a b ility .
Received some help in student teaching and Language 
Arts.
Conferring with Parents
The 44 who answered yes made the following 21 comments:
Gained experience during student teaching.
Really needed no emphasis.
The 168 who answered n£ made the following 137 comments: 
Received no instruction in th is.
75
13
10
3
1
32
17
52
28
14
7
11
10
71
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Needed more help in dealing with different types 
of parents.
Had a l i t t l e  help in student teaching.
Needed no emphasis.
Should be included in student teaching.
13
17
31
5
SUGGESTED CHANGES TO IMPROVE THE PROGRAM
Graduates were asked to make three suggestions for improving the 
program. The 613 open comments were categorized and summarized. Sugges­
tions for new courses, changes in course content, provision for more 
classroom experience, and improvement in the program in general were 
tabulated here.
New Courses and Changes in Course Content
Methods courses that include actual teaching experience, 
with exposure to a variety of methods and materials. 77
More practical help in handling discipline. 46
More reading courses that emphasize problem readers, a 
variety of reading methods, the basics of a sound 
reading program, and language development. 33
Required courses in special education, learning dis­
a b ilitie s , and diagnosis of learning problems. 30
A course in classroom management. 19
Combination of ED 2000 and ED 3025 to be offered 
la ter in the course of study. 18
More emphasis on specific basic sk ills  in each sub­
ject area. 12
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Less emphasis on behavioral objectives and resource 
units; more on the construction of teaching units. 9
More thorough treatment of individualizing instruction. 7
A measurements course designed for today's elementary 
teachers. 5
Art and physical education methods courses that teach 
activ ities suitable for elementary children. 4
A psychology practicum. 4
Practical Experience
Earlier work in the classroom. 110
More practice; less theory. 71
Extended student teaching period. 59
Opportunity to work with different races and socio­
economic levels. 27
More observation of good teachers with whom one can 
ta lk . 8
Involvement in parent conferences during student 
teaching. 6
Elimination of a ll student teaching in the lab school. 5
Quality of Instruction
More competent, interesting professors who: 
are in touch with modern classrooms and who present 
a rea lis tic  view of the problems of teaching, 37
had extensive classroom experience before college 
teaching, 9
are supervised to insure that teaching is effective. 7
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The Program in General
Careful advisement by interested professors who have
ample time. 5
More selectiv ity in admissions to the College of
Education. 5
PREFERENCES FOR VARIOUS STUDENT TEACHING ARRANGEMENTS
Preferences for various student teaching arrangements were pre­
sented in Table 26. Sixty respondents favored half-day teaching. The 
fu ll day was preferred by 177. One-semester teaching was chosen by 74, 
while 161 indicated a preference for a two-semester period. Placement in 
the same grade for a fu ll semester was the choice of 50 respondents. Half 
the teaching period in one grade and half in another grade was thought 
best by 115 others. A preference for half the time in one school, and 
half in another was indicated by 105 responses.
Table 26
Preferences for Various Student Teaching Arrangements
Arrangement Frequency
Half Day Teaching 60
Full Day Teaching 177
One Semester Teaching 74
Two Semester Teaching 161
Full Semester in One Grade 50
Half Semester in One Grade, Half in Another Grade 115
Half Semester in One School, Half in Another School 105
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
When asked to name the three most valuable courses* respondents 
listed most frequently the same courses that had been given the greatest 
percentage of above average ratings. Over f i f ty  percent of the respon­
dents named ED 3611, ED 3610, and ED 3551. More than 35 percent favored 
ED 3108, and ED 3111. Comments relating to the courses named as most 
valuable revealed preferences by a majority of respondents for courses 
that provided classroom experiences and work with children. Also highly 
favored were courses in which activ ities and ideas involved were later 
applied in the classroom. Other reasons frequently mentioned were: the 
provision for practice in the use of audio-visual machines and materials; 
the acquisition of knowledge about a wide range of children’ s literature  
and its  use in the classroom; excellent instruction; and instruction in 
effective language arts methods.
Courses named as least valuable also consistently agreed with 
those rated as least valuable. In both instances, ED 2000, ED 3200,
ED 3025, ED 3107, and ED 3106 were the five courses considered least 
valuable. Comments indicated that least favored courses provided l i t t l e  
instruction that was relevant to elementary classroom needs; emphasized 
theory rather than practice; repeated the content of other courses; and 
were taught by boring, indifferent professors who lectured and expected 
feedback of memorized material.
Ratings of four selected aspects of the program disclosed that 
a majority of the respondents were dissatisfied with the preparation 
for teaching offered by the entire program. Comments revealed a need 
for more and earlier classroom experiences. Many respondents stated a
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need for better preparation for teaching in varied socio-economic areas 
and for handling learning problems. Improved, relevant methods courses 
were frequently suggested.
Guidance by advisors was not highly rated. Comments indicated 
that the largest portion of respondents believed that l i t t l e  or no 
guidance was given; schedules were impersonally signed; and many pro­
fessors appeared too busy to devote time to individual advisement.
Experiences provided by professors were rated extremely low. 
Eighty-four percent of respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the 
quality of instruction offered in some required courses. According to 
comments, many professors were boring and indifferent, and engaged in 
much irrelevant ta lk . Lecture was mentioned as the main method of in­
struction, with l i t t l e  provision for practical experiences. Twenty-eight 
respondents held the opinion that many professors were out of touch with 
the elementary classroom.
Over 75 percent of the respondents considered that courses in 
general were not well balanced between theory and practicality. A very 
large majority of comments mentioned excessive lecture, and required 
feedback of memorized materials. Many deplored the lack of provision 
for classroom experiences.
The ratings of the preservice education for handling selected 
problems, disclosed that the majority of respondents believed that the 
preparation for classroom management was inadequate. Comments indicated 
that student teaching provided the only practical experience in that 
area. Extended student teaching and a course in classroom management 
were the most frequently offered suggestions for improvement.
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Over 80 percent of the entire sample indicated that they were not 
prepared to maintain effective discipline. Although some had received 
help during student teaching, a large number of respondents stated that 
more exposure to discipline problems in varied socio-economic areas was 
needed. A course that emphasized the complexities of discipline was also 
suggested.
The ratings of preparation for teaching pupils of a different 
race showed that over 50 percent of graduates surveyed believed that they 
were not well prepared. Comments suggested the advisability of provision 
for both student teaching and service as aides in black schools. Lack of 
such experience at LSU was seen by many respondents as a serious flaw in 
the program.
Preparation for developing and enhancing pupil self concept re­
ceived favorable rating by 46 percent of respondents, while no opinion 
was expressed by 19.1 percent. Child Psychology and Language Arts 
courses were named in some conments as offering adequate instruction in 
that area. Comments by a small number of respondents indicated dis­
interest in this facet of teaching. Others who rated the preparation 
inadequate indicated a need for more experience in a practical situation.
Although the majority of respondents believed that lesson plan­
ning had been sufficiently stressed, there were many comments concerning 
overemphasis on resource units, behavioral objectives, and detailed plans 
that were impractical for a classroom teacher. Student teaching was 
named as the course that provided the best instruction in that area.
Preparation for recognizing and diagnosing learning problems 
was considered a weak area by a major portion of the entire sample.
Most courses, according to the comments, ignored that problem. A few
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respondents mentioned that effective instruction was provided in Mathema­
tics and Language Arts courses and in elective Special Education courses. 
Experience with real cases was suggested in a number of comments.
Unsatisfactory ratings were assigned to the preparation for de­
vising teaching strategies by over 50 percent of the graduates surveyed. 
Many commented that the problem had largely been ignored. Student Teach­
ing and Methods in Language Arts were mentioned as sources of effective 
instruction by a few respondents.
Instruction in conducting effective parent conferences was rated 
as inadequate by a large portion of respondents. More knowledge about 
conferring with different types of parents was needed, according to some 
comments, while others indicated that no emphasis was needed.
Suggested changes to improve the program included more reading 
courses; courses in discipline and classroom management; a measurements 
course designed for elementary teachers; and required courses in learn­
ing d isab ilities , special education, and diagnosis of learning problems. 
The addition of classroom experience in a ll methods courses, with in­
struction in the use of a variety of methods and materials was frequently 
mentioned. According to some graduates, a greater emphasis on basic 
skills  was needed. A number of respondents believed that ED 2000 and 
ED 3025 should be combined and offered later in the program. Some re­
spondents preferred less emphasis on behavioral objectives and resource 
units, and favored more concern for construction of teaching units. A 
major portion of graduates surveyed expressed preferences for less 
theory, earlier classroom experiences, and the extension of student 
teaching time, with provision for working with different races and 
socio-economic levels. A number of graduates believed that a higher
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quality of instruction would be achieved i f  more attention were given to 
the employment of professors who had extensive classroom teaching experi­
ence before college teaching, and who were in touch with the elementary 
classroom. Supervision of professors was viewed as a need by a few re­
spondents. Some suggestions indicated that the program in general would 
be improved by the provision of careful advisement by interested pro­
fessors. A selective admissions policy was considered important by five  
respondents.
A large majority of respondents favored a fu ll day of student 
teaching, with the time extended over two semesters. Preferences by a 
major portion of the respondents were for placement in two different 
grades and in two different schools.
There was great consistency in the rating of courses. Strong 
opinions expressed concerning the strengths and weaknesses of the program 
showed a large degree of agreement. Suggestions for improvement placed 
most emphasis on (1) more and earlier classroom experiences, (2) extended 
student teaching time, (3) improved methods courses, (4) more instruction 
in the teaching of basic sk ills , especially reading, (5) preparation for 
handling discipline and classroom management, and (6) the provision of 
high quality instruction by competent professors.
Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUMMARY
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the undergraduate 
elementary education program at LSU through the perceptions of recent 
graduates who had completed all coursework within the LSU System, and 
who had one or more years of teaching experience in grades one through 
eight. Graduates were asked to rate coursework and other selected as­
pects of the program as to the degree of contribution made toward the 
preparation of competent teachers. Opportunity was also given the re­
spondents to make suggestions for changes to improve the program.
Questionnaires were mailed on November 2, 1976, to 470 graduates 
of the elementary education program who had been awarded degrees by LSU 
from December, 1972 through August, 1975. On March 16, 1977, a second 
questionnaire was mailed to a ll graduates who had not responded. By 
June 1, 1977, a total of 329 completed questionnaires had been received. 
Of that number, ninety were inelig ib le based on the crite ria  stated 
above. The analysis of data was based on the opinions of 239 respon­
dents, or 67 percent of the graduates who were located and were elig ib le  
for the study.
The study was designed to answer the following questions:
1. How did recent graduates rate professional courses in the 
undergraduate elementary education program at LSU as to adequacy in 
preparing teachers for professional involvement?
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2. Was there a difference in the evaluation of the courses 
based on age, grades taught, years of teaching experience, and racial 
make-up of classes taught?
3. Which courses did the recent graduates perceive to have been 
of greatest and of least value in professional preparation?
4. What reasons did the respondents give for naming courses:
a. of greatest value?
b. of least value?
5. How did recent graduates rate the adequacy of the following
aspects of the program:
a. the entire undergraduate elementary education program?
b. the quality of advisement received?
c. the quality of experiences provided by professors?
d. the balance between theory and practicality in courses?
6. What reasons did respondents give for the rating given to 
the following aspects of the program:
a. the entire undergraduate elementary education program?
b. the quality of advisement received?
c. the quality of experiences provided by professors?
d. the balance between theory and practicality in courses?
7. How did recent graduates rate preparation for handling the 
following problems:
a. classroom management?
b. discipline?
c. working with pupils of a different race?
d. developing and enhancing pupil self concept?
e. lesson planning?
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f .  recognizing and diagnosing learning problems?
g. devising teaching strategies for a variety of needs?
h. conferring with parents concerning school program and 
pupil progress?
8. What reasons did recent graduates give for the rating given 
to the quality of preparation for handling the following problems:
a. classroom management?
b. discipline?
c. working with pupils of a different race?
d. developing and enhancing pupil self concept?
e. lesson planning?
f .  recognizing and diagnosing learning problems?
g. devising teaching strategies for a variety of needs?
h. conferring with parents concerning school program and 
pupil progress?
9. What suggestions did recent graduates make concerning changes 
in courses or subject matter to improve the effectiveness of the program?
10. What changes did recent graduates suggest concerning the 
scheduling of student teaching to improve this experience?
FINDINGS
The findings for the study are listed below:
1. The f irs t  five courses named here were rated most valuable by 
recent graduates; the last five were rated least valuable.
Most Valuable
ED 3551 Books and Audio-Visual Aids
ED 3611 Student Teaching in Upper Elementary Grades
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ED 3111 Methods in Language Arts in Elementary Grades
ED 3610 Student Teaching in Primary Grades
ED 3108 Methods in Language Arts in Primary Grades
(ED 3111 was a combined Language Arts and Reading course that
superseded ED 3108, EL 3109, and ED 3110.)
Least Valuable
ED 2000 Introduction to Education 
ED 3200 Evaluation of Instruction 
ED 3025 Principles of Teaching in Elementary Schools 
ED 3107 Methods in Elementary School Social Studies 
ED 3106 Methods in Elementary School Mathematics
2. Evaluation of courses showed only a slight difference when 
based on age, on grade level taught, and on racial make-up of classes 
taught. When based on length of teaching experience, some noticeable 
differences in ratings occurred. With increasing length of experience, 
the respondents assigned lower values to courses.
3. The five courses named most valuable by a majority of recent 
graduates were the same five courses rated most valuable. The same five 
courses named least valuable were also rated least valuable.
4. The reasons most frequently given for naming courses most 
valuable were:
Received invaluable classroom experience.
Worked with children.
Provided practice in the use of audio-visual materials.
Acquired knowledge of the use of children's literature.
Engaged in class activ ities  and gained ideas that were later ap­
plied in the classroom.
Learned effective language arts methods.
Received excellent instruction.
The reasons most frequently given for naming courses least valu­
able were:
Provided nothing of practical value for the classroom teacher. 
Consisted largely of theory and memorization.
Received poor instruction by boring, incompetent professors. 
Repeated the content of other courses.
5. The majority of recent graduates rated their preparation in­
adequate in the following selected aspects: the entire program, advise­
ment by advisors, the quality of experiences provided by professors, and 
the balance of courses as to theory and practicality.
6. Reasons most frequently given for the ratings assigned to the 
four selected aspects were:
Needed more and earlier classroom experience; less theory.
Prepared only for an ideal teaching situation.
Needed improved, relevant methods courses.
Received l i t t l e  guidance; only impersonal assistance with sche­
dules from a professor who seemed too busy.
Provided excellent experiences by only a few professors.
Taught by professors not in touch with elementary schools.
Provided insufficient experiences with children.
7. Recent graduates believed that inadequate preparation had been 
provided for handling the following problems:
Classroom management.
Disci piine.
Working with pupils of a different race.
Recognizing and diagnosing learning problems.
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Devising teaching strategies for a variety of needs,,
Conferring with parents.
Recent graduates rated the preparation adequate for developing 
and enhancing pupil se lf concept and for lesson planning,
8. Reasons given most frequently for the ratings of inadequacy 
assigned to preparation for handling six selected problems were:
Experience in classroom management and discipline was provided 
only during student teaching.
Courses in both classroom management and discipline were needed. 
Assignment for student teaching in varied socio-economic areas 
would have been very helpful.
Courses were needed in special education, learning d isab ilities , 
and in the recognition and diagnosis of learning problems.
More extensive instruction and experiences were needed in devising 
teaching strategies for a variety of needs.
The reasons most frequently given for the rating of adequacy as­
signed to the preparation for handling the development of pupil self 
concept were:
Learned in Child Psychology and in Language Arts.
Positive ways to work with a child were taught.
The reasons most frequently given for the rating of adequacy as­
signed to the preparation for lesson planning were:
This was overemphasized.
Student Teaching and Language Arts course provided practice,
9, Suggestions made by recent graduates to improve the effective­
ness of the program were:
Methods courses that include actual teaching experience.
Courses in discipline and classroom management.
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More reading courses that emphasize problem readers, a variety 
of methods, the basics of a sound reading program, and language 
development.
Required courses in special education, learning d isab ilities , 
and recognition and diagnosis of learning problems.
Combination of ED 2000 and ED 3025 to be offered later in the 
course of study.
Earlier work in the classroom.
More practice; less theory.
Extended student teaching period.
Opportunity to work with different races and socio-economic levels. 
More competent professors who are supervised.
10. The majority of recent graduates preferred a fu ll day of 
student teaching for two semesters, with assignment in two different grade 
levels and in two different schools.
CONCLUSIONS
1. The majority of graduates expressed the belief that they were 
inadequately prepared by the program to teach.
2. Student teaching was considered the most important course for 
teacher preparation. This course should be extended in time and variety 
of school settings in which assignments are made.
3. There is a need for more and earlier classroom experiences.
4. Methods courses that include actual classroom experience are
needed.
5. Courses that emphasize the recognition and diagnosis of a 
wide range of learning problems should be required.
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6. There should be more reading courses to include instruction 
and practical experience in a wide variety of reading methods and in the 
diagnosis and correction of reading problems.
7. Courses and experiences in classroom management and discipline 
should be provided.
8. There was a strong indication that more care should be exer­
cised in the selection of competent education professors who have had 
extensive, recent classroom experience. Regular supervision could be 
instrumental in assuring effective instruction.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations were made for further study:
1. The LSU College of Education should engage in continuous ap­
praisal of required education courses in the elementary program to assure 
that content and methods are appropriate for current needs.
2. Systematic assessment of the entire professional elementary 
education program should be periodically conducted.
3. Further studies should be conducted to evaluate the entire 
curriculum required of elementary majors.
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REQUIRED COURSES IN THE ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAM
FIAR 71 (2271) Art Education for Elementary Schools 
INED 73 (2042) Industrial Arts for Elementary Teachers 
ED 51 (2000) Introduction to the Study of Education 
ED 71 (2071) Music Education in the Elementary School 
ED 101 (3025) Principles of Teaching in the Elementary Schools 
ED 114 (3551) Books and Audio-Visual Materials for Children 
ED 138 (3500) U tilization of Instructional Materials 
ED 141 (3105) Materials and Methods in Elementary School Science
ED 142 (3106) Materials and Methods in Elementary School Mathematics
ED 143 (3107) Materials and Methods in Elementary School Social Studies 
ED 144 (3108) Materials and Methods in Language Arts in Primary Grades
ED 145 (3109) Materials and Methods in Language Arts in the Upper
Elementary Grades
ED 147 (3110) Materials and Methods in Reading in the Elementary School 
ED 3111 Materials and Methods in Language Arts in the Elementary School 
ED 150 (3200) Evaluation of Instruction 
ED 159 (3610) Student Teaching in the Primary Grades 
ED 160 (3611) Student Teaching in the Upper Elementary Grades 
HPRE 63 (2602) Methods and Materials and Content in Health Education 
for the Elementary School 
HPRE 73 (3507) Methods and Materials in Physical Education for the 
Elementary School 
PSYC 56 (2060) Educational Psychology 
PSYC 57 (2076) Child Psychology
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L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
A N D  A G R I C U L T U R A L  A N D  M E C H A N I C A L  C O L L E G E  
B A T O N  R O U G E  • L O U I S I A N A  . 70003
B U R E A U  O F  E D U C A T I O N A L  M A T E R I A L S  
A N D  R E S E A R C H  
C O L L E G E  O F  E D U C A T I O N
EVALUATION
November 2 ,  1976
D ear C o lle a g u e :
I ,  to o , am a g rad u ate  o f  LSU, and an e lem en ta ry  te a c h e r . Some o f 
you have a lre a d y  s ta r te d  o r com pleted o th e r  degrees and know th e  d i f f i ­
c u l t ie s  one can encou nter in  doing advanced s tu d y . I  am p re s e n tly  
w orking  toward th e  D o cto r o f  E ducation  Degree a t  LSU. I  am in  need o f  
your a s s is ta n c e  in  g a th e r in g  d a ta  fo r  my d is s e r ta t io n .  Through your 
p e rc e p tio n s  o f your u ndergrad uate  co u rses , I  hope to  make an assessment 
o f th e  p re s e rv ic e  program in  e lem en tary  ed u ca tio n  a t  LSU.
A lthough peop le  g e n e ra lly  d is l ik e  f i l l i n g  out q u e s t io n n a ire s , I  hope 
you w i l l  h e lp  me. I  know o f  no magic to  use w ith  you , b u t I  appea l to  
your p ro fe s s io n a l s p i r i t  and your sympathy in  ask in g  you to  ta k e  your 
p rec io u s  tim e  to  com plete and r e tu rn  th e  enclosed q u e s t io n n a ire . Your 
re c e n t g ra d u a tio n  p la ce s  you in  an e x c e lle n t  p o s it io n  to  ju d g e  the  
s tre n g th s  and weaknesses o f  th e  program . Only you can supply  th e  needed 
in fo rm a tio n .
Because th is  study has g re a t p o te n t ia l  fo r  su p p ly in g  needed d a ta  to  
the  C o lle g e  o f E ducation  fo r  i t s  ongoing r e v is io n  o f  th e  e lem en ta ry  
te a c h e r e d u ca tio n  program , the  Bureau o f E ducation  M a te r ia ls  and Research  
endorses th e  study and urges a l l  graduates  to  g iv e  th is  req u es t im m ediate  
and th o u g h tfu l c o n s id e ra tio n .
The number on th e  q u e s tio n n a ire  w i l l  be used f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes  
o n ly . D ata  w i l l  be re p o rte d  in  summary fo rm , and no person w i l l  be id e n t i ­
f ie d .  A l l  responses w i l l  be h e ld  c o n f id e n t ia l .
A stam ped, addressed envelope is  enclosed fo r  your use. P lease  com­
p le te  and r e tu rn  th e  q u e s tio n n a ire  as soon as p o s s ib le  so th a t  your r e ­
sponses may be in c lu d e d  in  th e  s tu d y . Thank you fo r  your c o o p e ra tio n .
S in c e re ly  yours
Ire n e  S. G a tc h e ll
ISC :jm a
E nclosures
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L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
A N D  A G R I C U L T U R A L  A N D  M E C H A N I C A L  C O L L E G E  
B A T O N  R O U G E  . L O U I S I A N A  . 70503
B U R E A U  O F  E D U C A T I O N A L  M A T E R I A L S  
A N D  R E S E A R C H  
C O L L E G E  O F  E D U C A T I O N M a rc h  16, 1977
D e a r C o lleague:
I  am m ak in g  one m ore p le a  fo r y o u r  h e lp  in  g a th e rin g  data fo r m y  
d is s e rta tio n . I f  m y s tu d y  is  to be accep ted , I  m ust h a ve  a c e rta in  num ber  
of re p lie s  . I  do need  y o u r  ass is tance  in  m eeting  th a t re q u ire m e n t. P lease  
do take the tim e to com plete and  r e tu r n  the q u e s tio n n a ire  w h ich  is  so 
n ecessary  fo r the com pletion  of m y d is s e rta tio n .
I  assu re  you th a t y o u r  id e n tity  w i l l  not be re v e a le d  in  th is  s tu d y .
Y o u r coopera tion  w i l l  b e  d e ep ly  a p p re c ia te d .
Y o u rs  s in c e re ly
Ire n e  S . G a tch e ll
ISG: jm a
APPENDIX C 
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EVALUATION OF THE ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAM
P lease  e v a lu a te  th e  LSU e lem en ta ry  e d u ca tio n  program as to i t s  
v a lu e  to  you as a p r a c t ic in g  te a c h e r , by co m pleting  th is  q u e s t io n n a ire .
I .  P lease  f i l l  b lan ks  w ith  w r i t t e n  responses o r check m arks, as appro­
p r ia t e .
G rad u atio n  D ate  ___________________
Sex: Female   M ale   (M o .) ( Y r . )
Age: 25 & below _____ Grade you p re s e n tly  teach  ______________
26 -  30   Years o f  e xp e rien ce  s in c e  g ra d u a tio n  in :
31 -  35 _____ Grades 1 - 3 ______
36 -  40 _____ Grades 4 - 6  _ _ _
41 -  45 _____ Grades 7 - 8 ______
over 45 _____ T o ta l  no . y r s .______
R a c ia l make-up o f c la s s  o r c la s s e s : L is t  c o lle g e s  o r u n iv e r s i t  i
a tte n d e d  o th e r  than LSU
No. w h ite  p u p ils  _____
No. b la c k  p u p ils
T o ta l  no. p u p ils
I I .  A. Below a re  l i s t e d  s e le c te d  courses in  th is  program . New numbers 
assigned to  courses r e c e n t ly  a re  in  p a ren th es e s . P lease  c i r c le  
th e  num eral th a t  in d ic a te s  th e  v a lu e  o f the  course to  y o u , usi ng 
th e  s c a le :
5 -  g re a t v a lu e  2 -  below average v a lu e
4 -  above average v a lu e  1 -  l i t t l e  o r no v a lu e
3 -  average v a lu e  0 -  no o p in io n
A rt Ed. 71 (2271 ) f o r  E lem entary  Teachers  
o r
5 4 3 2 1 0
In d u s t r ia l  A rts  73 (2 0 42 ) fo r  E lem entary  Grades 5 4 3 2 ! 0
Ed. 71 (2 0 71 ) Music fo r  E lem entary  Grades 5 4 3 \ .1
Ed. 51 (2000 ) In tro d u c t io n 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 1.01 (3025 ) P r in c ip le s  o f Teaching in  Elem. Schools 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 114 (3551 ) Books & A u d io -V is . A ids o r L ib .  Sc. 115 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 138 (3500 ) U t i l i z a t i o n  o f In s t r u c t .  M a te r ia ls 5 4 3 2 1 0
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Ed. 141 (3 1 05 ) M eth. in  Elem. Science 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 142 (3 1 06 ) M eth. in  Elem. School M ath. 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 143 (3107 ) M eth. in  Elem. School S o c ia l S tu d ies 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 144 (3 1 08 ) M eth. in  Lang. A rts  in  P rim . G r. (2 h rs ) 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 145 (3 1 09 ) M eth. in  Lang. A rts  in  Upper g r .  (2 h rs ) 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 147 (3110 ) M eth. in  Reading in  Elem. Sch. (3  h rs ) 5 4 3 2 1 0
or
Ed. 3111 M eth. in  Lang. A rts  in  Elem. G r. (5 h rs ) 5 4 3 2 1 0
or
Ed. 3112 M eth. in  Reading in  Elem. Schools (6 h rs ) 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 150 (3200 ) E v a lu a tio n  o f In s t r u c t io n 5 4 3 2 1 0
Ed. 159 (3610 ) S tudent Teaching in  P rim ary  G r. 5 4 3 2 1 0
or
Ed. 160 (3611 ) S tudent Teaching in  Upper Elem. G r. 5 4 3 2 1 0
HP&RE 63 (2602 ) M eth. in  H e a lth  Ed. fo r  Elem. G r. 5 4 3 2 1 0
HP&RE 73 (3507 ) M eth. in  Phys. Ed. fo r  Elem . Schools 5 4 3 2 1 0
or
HP&RE 107 (3611 ) Phys. Ed. Program in  Elem . Schools 5 4 3 2 1 0
Psychology 56 (2060 ) E d u c a tio n a l Psychology 5 4 3 2 1 0
Psychology 57 (2076 ) C h ild  Psychology 5 4 3 2 1 0
L is t  numbers o f th e  th re e  courses you v a lu e  m ost. E x .: Ed. 51 (2 0 0 0 ) .
A f te r  each one g iv e  reasons why you th in k  i t  has been o f most v a lu e .
C. L is t  numbers (as above) o f  th e  th re e  courses you th in k  have been o f  
le a s t  v a lu e  to  you. A f t e r  each g iv e  reasons why you v a lu e  i t  le a s t .
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I I I .  A. C ir c le  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  response num eral fo r  each numbered ite m . I f  
your response is  1_ o r 2_, p le a s e  s ta te  why in  th e  space p ro v id e d .
P lease  use th e  fo llo w in g  s c a le :  2 -  yes
1 -  no
0 -  no o p in io n
1. In  g e n e ra l,  my e n t i r e  u n d erg rad u ate  e lem en ta ry  ed u ca tio n  program  
a t  LSU p rep ared  me a d e q u a te ly  fo r  my p resen t p o s it io n .
2 1 0
Remarks:
2 . In  g e n e ra l,  guidance g iven  by my a d v is o r made a p o s it iv e  
d if fe r e n c e .
2 1 0
Remarks:
3. Each o f my p ro fe s s o rs  p ro v id ed  me w ith  m ean in g fu l e x p e rie n c e s . 
Remarks: 2 1 0
A. In  g e n e ra l,  courses w ere w e l l  ba lanced  between th eo ry  and 
p r a c t ic a l i t y .
2 1
Remarks:
B. The program p rep ared  me a d eq u ate ly  to  handle  th e  fo llo w in g  problem s:
1 . Classroom management. 2 1 0
Remarks:
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2. D is c ip l in e .  
Remarks:
3. W orking w ith  p u p ils  o f  a d i f f e r e n t  ra c e .  
Remarks:
4 . D evelop ing  and enhancing p u p il  s e l f  concept. 
Remarks:
5 . Lesson p la n n in g . 
Remarks:
6 . R ecogn izing  and d iag n o s in g  le a rn in g  problems 
Remarks:
2 1 0
2 1 0
2 1 0
2 1 0
2 1 0
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7. D e v is in g  te a ch in g  s t r a te g ie s  fo r  a v a r ie t y  o f needs. 2 1 0
Remarks:
C o n fe rr in g  w ith  p a re n ts  concern ing  school program and p u p il  
p ro g ress .
Remarks: 2 1 0
IV . Suggestions fo r  change:
A. What a re  the  th re e  most im p o rta n t changes in  courses o r s u b je c t  
m a tte r  th a t  you suggest to  im prove the  program th a t  was o ffe re d  
to  you?
B. Which o f th e  fo llo w in g  arrangem ents fo r  s tu d en t te a ch in g  do you 
th in k  would p ro v id e  th e  most e f f e c t iv e  p re p a ra tio n  fo r  teaching?
Check one o f each numbered s e t o f  a l t e r n a t iv e s .
1 .  H a lf  day te a c h in g  2 . _____  One sem ester teach in g
  F u l l  day te a c h in g    Two sem esters te a ch in g
3.   F u l l  sem ester in  one grade
  H a l f  sem ester in  one g ra d e , h a l f  sem ester in  another grade
  H a lf  sem ester in  one s ch o o l, h a l f  in  an o th er school
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